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HE importance of the small groups of documents published in this 

volume made it advisable to edit and issue them more speedily 
than would have been possible if they took their turn among the 
general series of papyrus documents acquired by the Museum. They 
were acquired as a part of a joint purchase by the Museum and certain 
American and other universities, in which Prof. F. W. Kelsey of 
Michigan was the moving spirit ; and fortunately it was found possible 
to arrange with the partners in the purchase that these groups should 
be kept together. Students of Roman administration, as well as 
scholars interested in Jewish antiquities, will welcome the new light 
thrown upon their subjects by the letter of the Emperor Claudius to 
Alexandria. No writer on the ecclesiastical history of the fourth 
century can dispense with a study of the new letter relating to the 
Meletian quarrels with St. Athanasius, or those from Paphnutius’s 
archive, even if it should turn out that the interesting suggestion 
that among them is an autograph of St. Athanasius himself is less 
well founded than it seems at present. Accordingly Mr. H. I. Bell 
has prepared the texts, translations, and introductions here given 
of the Greek documents, and Mr. W. E. Crum has kindly edited 
the three Coptic letters, so as to place the material at once at the 
disposal of scholars. Should any further documents from the same 
source have been acquired in any quarter, this publication will call 
attention to their importance, and aid in their elucidation, and it is to be 
hoped that any such discoveries may be promptly made known. Five 
collotype facsimiles have been added as almost indispensable for the 
study of these, often difficult, texts. 


J. P. Gizson. 


March 13, 1924. 
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NOTE 


OR the reason stated by Mr. Gilson in the Preface this volume is 

a special publication, forming no part of the series Greek Papyri 
in the British Museum ; and since its contents are likely to have a wider 
interest than those volumes, the method of publication has been altered. 
Not only are the texts printed in modern form, but the commentary is 
unusually full. Much doubtless remains to be done before these texts 
have yielded their full value, but it is hoped that the present volume 
will at least provide a sufficient basis for further study. 

I should like to express my sincere thanks to all who have assisted 
me—first and foremost to Mr. W. E. Crum, whose services are by no 
means confined to his edition of the three Coptic letters, and to Prof. 
Hunt, to whose learning and insight texts and commentary owe far 
more than appears from the occurrences of his name in the notes. My 
colleague Mr. H. J. M. Milne has given frequent help in the decipher- 
ment or interpretation of difficult passages. The proofs of the volume 
have been read by Sir Frederic Kenyon and Mr. Gilson. To the vast 
bibliographical knowledge of Mr. Norman H. Baynes I am indebted for 
references to useful literature; to Prof. M. Rostovtzeff for notes on 
the Claudius letter; and to Mr. J. G. Milne for a valuable suggestion 
on the same. Mr. G. F. Hill kindly furnished for reproduction a cast 
of the coin of Claudius shown on p. 37. Mr.-C. T. Lamacraft of 
this Department has, as always, done invaluable work in the prepara- 
tion and piecing together of the papyri; and as before my thanks are 
due to the staff of the Clarendon Press. 


ADDENDA ET CORRIGENDS 


Page gf. Mr. J. G. Milne takes the passage about the senate as “pretty conclusive 
evidence that the city had had one under the Ptolemies’. Had Claudius (who, for himself 
or through his advisers, must have known the facts) been aware that Alexandria had never 
had a senate he would have used that as an argument. ‘I can quite easily’, writes 
Mr. Milne, “envisage the Permanent Secretary at Rome minuting: ‘‘ Say that we can’t 
discuss the arrangements which were definitely abolished by Augustus, but offer them an 
enquiry to keep them quiet”’.’ 

There is a good deal of weight in this argument, particularly as it comes with the force 
of official experience, but it still seems to the editor improbable that had Augustus abolished 
a senate Claudius, who more than once refers to his policy as a precedent, should not have 
mentioned the fact. That Alexandria had at one time had a senate seems however very 
likely. 

Page 16. To the authorities cited on the question of the citizenship of the Jews may 
now be added Gelzer, in Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, x, 401, who takes a view practically 
identical with that here propounded (Baynes). : 

Page 19f. Since Part I was printed there has appeared an important work on the 
so-called ‘ Heidnische Mirtyrerakten’, viz. A. von Premerstein, Za den sogenannien alexan- 
drinischen Maértyrerakten (Philologus, Supplementband xvi, Heft II, 1923). He deals 
(pp. 15-27) with the ‘Isidorus Acéa’, of parts of which he gives a revised text, and dates 
the embassy to which they refer as 30 Apr., 1 May, a.p. 53. 

Page 25, ll. 77-8. Prof. Hunt has suggested, since the first part of the volume was 
printed off, that the sense may be rather ‘I will not go into the question of past responsi- 
bility, dat Z shall have no mercy on the aggressor if the conflict is renewed.’ "This (which does 
not necessarily involve the correction of dpéapévar to dp£opevov) removes the difficulty 
noticed on p. 18 and explains the severity of the Emperor’s measures indicated by BGU. 
511+Cairo 10448, and it may well be the correct interpretation. 

Page 30, note on |. 17. Prof. Rostovtzeff refers to P. Oxy. xii, 1434, where we hear of 
an estate in the Oxyrhynchite nome formerly belonging to C. Julius Theon, father and son, 
in the reign of Augustus; cf. P. Ryl. ii, 145 (Euhemeria): rod mpoeararos tis Oe@vos tov 
©€wvos mpooddov, where the same persons may be concerned. It seems by no means 
unlikely that the younger C. Julius Theon, whose father is described as |ye|vouévou dpxtepews 
kat Urournpal rolypa(gov), was the father of our C. Julius Dionysius. 


Pe wi@l) OF PUBLICATION, AND, LIST OF 
ABBREVIATIONS 


Tue method followed in this volume is in the main that which has now become all 
but universal in editions of non-literary papyri. The texts are given in modern form, with 
accents, breathings, and punctuation, symbols and abbreviations being extended. In the 
critical notes contractions, lectional signs, and corrections in the original are recorded, and 
mistakes and mis-spellings (not, however, established vulgarisms of grammar and spelling) 
are corrected. In the texts the signs*‘’ represent words or letters added later in the original, 
angular brackets ( ) those omitted in the original but supplied by the editor, square brackets 
{ ] those lost in the original and restored by the editor, round brackets ( ) the resolution of 
a symbol or abbreviation, braces { } a superfluous letter or letters in the original, double 
square brackets {| ] a deletion in the original. Dots are placed under letters which in the 
MSS. are doubtful or very imperfect ; dots between square brackets indicate the estimated 
number of letters lost in a lacuna, dots outside brackets letters visible but unread. Heavy 
Arabic numerals refer to the catalogue numbers of papyri in this volume and in volumes IV 
and V of Greek Papyrt in the British Museum, 

The following are the less easily recognized abbreviated references to the authorities 
cited :— 


Apophth. Patrum = Apophthegmata Patrum, cited from the text in Migne, ?.G., Ixv. 

Archiv = Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung. 

Athan, or Athanasius = the works of St. Athanasius, cited from the text in Migne, P.G., 
XXV, XXV1. 

BGU. = Aegyptische Urkunden aus den Koenrglichen Museen 2u Berlin: Griechische Ur- 
kunden, vols. i-iv. 

Bludau = A. Bludau, Juden und Judenverfolgungen im alten Alexandria, Minster i. W., 
1906. 

C.1.G. = A. Boeckh, etc., Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum, Berolini, 1828-1877. 

C.I.L. = T. Mommsen, etc., Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum, Berolini, 1863, etc. 

Cantarelli = L. Cantarelli, Za sere det prefett’ di Egttto, 1, Reale Accademia dei Lincei, 
Roma, 1906. 

Crum, Ca/al. or Catalogue = W.E. Crum, Catalogue of the Coptic Manuscripts in the British 
Museum, London, 1905. 

Crum, Coptic MSS, = W. E. Crum, Coptic Manuscripts brought from the Fayyum, London, 
1893. 

Crum, Os/r. = W. E. Crum, Coptic Ostraca, London, 1902. 

Crum, Short Texts = W. E. Crum, Short Texts from Coptic Ostraca and Papyri, London, 
1921. 


x LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Daremberg-Saglio = Ch. Daremberg et E. Saglio, Déchionnaire des Antiquites grecques et 
romatnes, Paris, 1873-1919. 

Dessau = H. Dessau, Jnscriptiones Latinae Selectae, Berolini, 1892-1916. 

Dio Cassius, cited from the Teubner text (ed. Dindorf, vol. iii, Lipsiae, 1864). _ 

Dittenberger, Or. Gr. Inscr. = W. Dittenberger, Orvenies Graect Inscriptiones Selectae, 
Lipsiae, 1903, 1905. 

Dittenberger, Syl. Inser. Gr = W. Dittenberger, Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum, ed. 3, 
Lipsiae, 1915, etc. 

Epiphanius, Adv(ersus) Haer(eses), cited from the text in Migne, P. G., xlii. 

Eusebius (of Caesarea), cited from the text in Dee griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der 
ersten drei Jahrhunderte (ed. I. A. Heikel, Band I, Leipzig, 1902). 

G. G.N. = Nachrichten von der Konighchen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften gu Gottingen. 

sia be = G. Ghedini, Letere cristiane dai papirt grect del II] e IV secolo (Supplementi ad 

Aegyptus’, Serie divulgazione, sez. greco-romana, 0. 3), Milano, 1923. 
Gnomon = W. Schubart, Der Gnomon des [dios Logos (= BGU. v. Heft 1), Berlin, 1919. 
Hall, Copt. and Greek Texts = H. R. Hall, Coptic and Greek Texts of the Christian Period 
. in the British Museum, London, 1905. 

Hilary of Poictiers, cited from the text in Corpus Scriptorum Ecce Latinorum, 
vol. Ixv (ed. A. Feder, Vindobonae, Lipsiae, 1916). 

Hirschfeld, Verwaltungsbeamten = H. O. Hirschfeld, Dze Kazserlichen Verwaltungsbeamien 
bis auf Diocletian, 2te Auflage, Berlin, 1905. 

Hist. Laus. = Palladius, Historia Laustaca, cited from the text in J. A. Robinson, Zexés 
and Studies: vol. vi, C. Butler, Zhe Lausiac History of Palladius, Cambridge, 1898, 
1904. 

I. G. Rom. = R. Cagnat, etc., Juscripiiones Graecae ad Res Romanas pertinentes, Paris, 

1go!l, etc. 

Jannaris = A. N. Jannaris, An Hrstorical Greek Grammar, London, 1897. 

Josephus, cited from the Teubner text (ed. S. A. Naber, Lipsiae, 1888— 1896). 

Jouguet, Vie municipale= P. Jouguet, La vie municypale dans T Eg gyple romaine, Paris, 
Igit, 

Juster = J. Juster, Les Juzfs dans [empire romain, Paris, 1914. 

Krall = J. Krall, Corpus Papyrorum Rainert: Koptische Texte, Wien, 1895. 

L. and S. = H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 8th ed., Oxford, 1897. 

Lafoscade, De Epistulis = L. Lafoscade, De epistuli's (aliisque trtulis) imperatorum magistra- 
tuumque Romanorum quas ab aelate Augusti usque ad Constantinum Graece scriptas 
lapides papyrique servaverunt, Insulis, 1902. 

Lauchert = Fr. Lauchert, Leden des hetligen Athanasius des Grossen, Kéln, 1911. 

Lausiac Hist. See Hist. Laus. 

Migne, P.G, = J. P. Migne, Patrologiae Cursus Completus: Series Gracca. (The texts are 
quoted with some changes of punctuation.) 

Mitteis, Grundziige. See Wilcken, Grundziige. 

Moulton and Milligan = J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, Zhe Vocabulary of the Greek 
Testament, London, 1915, etc. 

O. Strassb. = P. Viereck, Griechische und Griechisch-Demotische Ostraka der Universttits- 
und Landesbibliothek zu RUGS im Elsass, Berlin, 1923. 

P. Amh. = B, P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, Zhe Amherst Papyrt, Part 1, London, rgot. 

P. Cairo Masp. = Ca/alogue général des Antiquités Egyptiennes du Musée du Caire : 
J. Maspéro, Papyrus grecs dépoque byzantine, Le Caire, 1911-1916. 


LIST) OF MABBREVJATIONS x1 


P. Cairo Preis. = Fr. Preisigke, Griechische Urkunden des Agyplischen Museums zu Katro 
(Schriften der Wiss. Ges. in Strassburg, 8. Heft), Strassburg, 1911. 

P. Fay. = B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, and D. G. Hogarth, Fayiim Towns and their Papyri, 
London, Igoo. 

P. Flor. = G. Vitelli and D. Comparetti, Papert Fvorentinz, Milano, 1906-1915. 

P. Gen, = J. Nicole, Les Papyrus de Genéve, Geneve, 1896. 

P. Hib. = B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, Zhe Hibeh Papyrt, Part I, London, 1906. 

P. Iand. = C. Kalbfleisch, etc., Papyrt Jandanae, Fasc. I-IV, Lipsiae, 1912-1914. 

P. Lips. = L. Mitteis, Griechische Urkunden der Papyrussammlung zu Leipzig, Leipzig, 

"1906. 

P. Lond. = Greek Papyrt in the British Museum, vols. i-iii, 1893-1907. 

P. O. = R. Graffin and F. Nau, Pasrologza Orientalis, Paris, 1907, etc. 

P, Oxy. = B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, Zhe Oayrhynchus Papyrt, 1898, etc. 

P. Ryl. = Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the John Rylands Library, Manchester : vol. ii, 
ed. by J. de M. Johnson, V. Martin, and A. S. Hunt, Manchester, 1915. 

P. Ryl. Copt. = W. E. Crum, Catalogue of the Coptic Manuscripts tn the Collection of the 
John Rylands Library, Manchester, Manchester, 1909. 

P.S.1. = Pubblicaziont della Socteta [tatiana per la ricerca det Papiri grect e latin’ in Egitto : 
Papiri grect e latint, vol. i-vi, Firenze, 1912-1920. 

P. Tebt. = B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, E. J. Goodspeed, The Tebtunts Papyr7, Part II, 
London, 1907. 

P. Thead. = P. Jouguet, Papyrus de Théadelphie, Paris, 1911. 

Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll = Paulys Real-Encyclopdidte der classischen Altertumswissenchaft, neue 
Bearbeitung, edited by G. Wissowa and W. Kroll, Stuttgart, 1894, etc. ; 

Philo, cited from the text of L. Cohn and P. Wendland, Berolini, 1896-1915, with references 
to the pages of (T.) M(angey’s) edition. 

Preisigke, Vamenbuch = Fr. Preisigke, Namenbuch, Heidelberg, 1922. 

Prosop. Imp. Rom. = E. Klebs, H. Dessau, P. de Rohden, Prosopographia Imperii Romani 
saec. I, II, ITT, Berolini, 1897, 1898. 

Rogala = S. Rogala, Die Anfinge des arianischen Strectes (Forschungen sur christlichen 
Literatur und Dogmengeschichte, vii. 1), Paderborn, 1907. 

Rufinus, H(ds/orda) L(cclesiastica), cited from the text in Migne, P(asrologia) L(atina), xxi. 

SB. = Fr. Preisigke, Sammelbuch griechischer Urkunden aus Agypten, Bd. I, Il, Strassburg, 
1915-1922. 

Schubart, Agyp/en = W. Schubart, Agyplen von Alexander dem Grossen bis auf Mohammed, 
Berlin, 1922. 

Schiirer = E. Schiirer, Geschichte des jiidischen Volkes tm Zettalter Jesu Christ, 3rd—4th ed., 
1898-1909. 

Seneca, Apoc(olocyntosis = Ludus de morte Claudit), cited from the Teubner text (ed. 
Fr. Haase, Lipsiae, 1902). 

Socr(ates, Hrs/orta Lcclestastica), cited from the text in Migne, P. G., Ixvil. 

Sophocles = E. A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods, 
Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1914. 

Sozomen (fis/oria Ecclesiastica), cited from the text in Migne, P. G., Ixvii. 

Spiegelberg, Ligennamen = W. Spiegelberg, Aeg yplische und griechische Etgennamen aus 
Mumienetiketten der rimischen Karserzect (Demotische Studien, Heft I), Leipzig, rgor. 

Stephanus, Zhesawrus = H. Stephanus, Thesaurus Graecae Linguae, Parisiis, 1831, etc. 

Stud, Pal. = C. Wessely, Studien zur Palaeographie und Papyruskunde, 


xii LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Stagsber. Pr. Akad. = Sttzungsberichte der Kinighchen Preussischen a nie. 
ae cited from the text of M. Thm (Lipsia, 1907). 


eth nat Fabularum Compendium from that in Migne, ee 
Wilcken, Ansesemitismus = U. Wilcken, Zum alexandrinischen Antisemitis 
sichs. Ges. d. Wiss., Wii, 1909, 783-839). 
i Chrest. and Grundziige = L. Mitteis und U. Wilcken, Grund 
\ mathie der Papyruskunde, Leipzig—Berlin, 1912. 
Z..a. Sav.-St. = Zettschrift der Savigny-Stiftung. 


JEWS AND CHRISTIANS IN EGYPT 


I. CLAUDIUS TO THE,.ALEXANDRINES 


PAPYRUS 1912.—A.D. 41. 
Inv. No, 2248 verso. 29 X 116-5 cm. 


Acquired in 1921. In a small cursive hand, larger at the beginnings of lines, usually 
legible but occasionally becoming very rapid and less easy to read ; papyrus of light colour. 
The left side of the roll (verso) is imperfect and a good deal damaged ; the portion containing 
the Claudius letter is mostly well preserved but is slightly damaged in places, especially at 
the foot of col. 2. Facsimile of Col. 5: Plate I. 


1. Palaeographical and diplomatic questions. 


Till about ten years ago Philadelphia in the Heraclides Division of the 
Arsinoite nome, though represented by a fair number of papyri in various 
collections, played a far less important part in the records of papyrology than 
such Fayum sites as Arsinoe, Socnopaei Nesus, Tebtunis, or Theadelphia. In 
1g00-I Messrs. Grenfell and Hunt excavated the necropolis with indifferent 
success, but succeeded in identifying the site of Philadelphia, near the village of 
Rubayyat. The actual site is Darb el-Gerza ; and here, in 1914 or early in 1915, 
was discovered the very important ‘archive of Zeno’, that collection of early 
Ptolemaic texts which has made the name of Philadelphia famous. Portions of 
this archive had been unearthed a few years previously ; sporadic digging by 
natives had evidently gone on for sometime. The discovery of the main archive 
attracted more attention to the site, and it is clear that searches still continue to 
be made, since papyri from Philadelphia are at the present time not infrequently 
to be found on the market. Only one discovery of great importance has, how- 
ever, been made since that of the Zeno papyri, and this appears to have occurred 
late in 1920 or early in 1921. Internal evidence suggests that the discovery was 
made in the ruins of a building, for the papyri found form parts of a single 
archive, apparently that of the comogrammateis (or of a single comogrammateus) 
in the reigns of Gaius, Claudius, and the early years of Nero; one or two of the 
documents go back to Tiberius. The papyri, or many of them, were offered to 


* For this archive and the history of Philadelphia see M. Rostovtzeff, 4 Large Estate 
in Leypt in the third century B.c., Madison, 1922. 
B 
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Cairo dealers but for the most part refused on the ground that, being chiefly 
registers, they were of no value. Rather more than forty, however, including 
several long and unusually well-preserved rolls, were bought, and in 1921 were 
sold, with many other papyri, to a syndicate of buyers, consisting of the British 
Museum, the Universities of Cornell, Princeton, and Michigan, and the Library 
of Geneva. The Gerza papyri were divided among all the purchasers except 
Michigan ; and the last-named University in the summer of 1922 succeeded in 
securing at least a large portion.of the residue of the archive, which had remained 
in the hands of the finders. It is hoped that arrangements will ultimately be 
made for a joint publication of the whole archive, which is of considerable 
importance for the history of Philadelphia, and village administration generally ; 
but the present text is of sufficient interest to justify separate publication, 
particularly as it has nothing to do with Philadelphia, its presence in the Gerza 
archive being purely fortuitous. 

The Claudius letter, with the prefect’s edict ordering its publication, was 
copied on the verso of a long but imperfect roll, the recto of which contains 
a tax-register. The letter and edict, which are complete, occupied only part of 
the verso; before the column containing the edict are the ends of lines of 
a column forming part of a register, the nature of which it is hardly possible to 
determine, and between Columns 2 and 3 is inserted, the reverse way up, a list of 
names. These registers on the verso are apparently in the same hand as the 
Claudius letter, as may also be the text on the recto. The roll, imperfect on 
the left, may well be complete on the right. 

The presence of the Claudius letter in a collection of village records whose 
reference is purely local is at first sight not easy to account for, and may be due 
to the private interest of the writer; but though the letter deals in the main with 
matters affecting only the city of Alexandria itself, Claudius does also announce 
his decisions concerning the Alexandrian citizenship and the rights attaching to 
it, so that if Philadelphia contained any Alexandrian citizens or any property 
belonging to Alexandrines there was a reason for the village officials to be 
interested in its contents. One person at least who occurs in the register on the 
recto (it is true, to judge from the name, an Egyptian) is referred to as év 
’Ahe€av6(peia). . 

The copyist, though he wrote a good and practised hand, was careless, and 
his orthography is such as we can hardly suppose to have characterized the letter 
shown at Alexandria, even if that was, as is probable (see below), merely a transla- 
tion of a Latin original. Apart from the common confusion of 1 and et, « and 
at, which would not be surprising even in the productions of the Imperial or pre- 
fectal chancery, but which is more constant here than would be expected from 
an educated writer, we find confusion of v and ox (uv for oi, ll. 20, 61, 64, voy for 
otov, 1. 81, dev for d€ou (1. 72, vs for ols, 1. 87, Aotmevwvtat for Avpaivevrat, 1, 86), of v 
and 7 nets, jerepos frequently interchanged with dpeis, turepos), -os shortened 
to -us (AroAAwris, 1. 16, Kravdis AvoAAwns, 1. 19), 0 and @ constantly interchanged 
(€. g. tpotwr for zparov, 1. 69, xAnporovus for kdnpwrods, |. 61, wor for PdéBwu, |. 64), 
KO for x9 (mpocevexOjoovra, 1. 65, émpdxOy, 1. 92), iota adscript often incorrectly 
inserted (e.g. yewdoxwr, 1. 53, paptupar, |. 105), and AiptAdAcos (-w.) twice written 


—— 
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for Aipidwos (Il. 1, 70). Such mistakes, which represent the actual pronunciation 
but not the orthography, suggest a scribe writing from dictation, but there are 
others which seem to be due to copying from a written source.. The omission of éru, 
indeed, in 1. 33 and even yapyxovres for yap dpyovres (l. 64) are mistakes which 
a scribe writing from dictation might make, but the blunder in 1. 45, where we 
have to restore something like dvacrdceis (as mept tds elc)BoAds, must be due to 
the copyist’s eye having skipped from the first to the second ew. The mis- 
writing oyova, corrected to evvova, in 1.10 points in the same direction. It is quite 
possible that the text passed through two stages: it may have been read from 
the exhibited roll (which was perhaps not conveniently placed for direct copying) 
to an amanuensis, from whose hasty manuscript it was subsequently copied out 
at Philadelphia. 

The prefect’s edict is given in full, but this is clearly not the case with the 
letter of Claudius, which, though it concludes with the final greeting (€ppwode), 
has no date; for it seems out of the question that the date should be omitted 
from a letter of this importance. Doubtless the scribe thought it unnecessary 
to copy the date, which certainly stood, as usual, at the end of the letter (see 
examples in Lafoscade, De Efistulis) ; so too several of the letters collected by 
Lafoscade lack the dating clause. 

The question must now be raised whether the Greek text here published 
was the original form of the letter. This is certainly the natural assumption in 
the case of a letter written to such a city as Alexandria. We know that Greek 
was employed as well as Latin in the Imperial chancery,! and A, Stein, after 
a careful discussion of the question, lays down the rule (Unders. 2. Gesch. u. 
Verw. Aegyptens, p. 158 f.) that Imperial rescripts addressed to private persons 
(including Roman citizens) and edicts intended for publication in Egypt were 
written in Greek, rescripts and mandates to Roman Imperial officials and 
announcements to the troops in Latin. The present letter certainly falls under 
the first category rather than the second, and there seems little point in addressing 
the citizens of Alexandria in a language which very few of them can have under- 
stood. The actual text, however, raises a doubt. In the first place, Stein (of. czz., 
pp. 83, foot-note, 155") points out that ‘the exact Imperial title, especially the 
mention of the ¢rzbunicia potestas’, implies translation from the Latin ; and though 
it may perhaps be objected. that this is only an inference and possibly an 
erroneous one, yet it is certainly supported by the known papyrus evidence. 
Now the present letter has the full Imperial title, including the ¢ribunicia 
potestas,’ and it ought therefore, on Stein’s principles, to be a translation from 
the Latin. That it is a translation is strongly suggested by the style, which 
frequently recalls Latin idioms*or turns of phrase; and though, as Lafoscade 
maintains, even letters in which Latinisms occur were often written in Greek (by 


1 See, e.g., H. Peter, Dre gesch. Litt. ub. die rim. Ratserzett bis Theodostus I (1897), 
1, p. 6f., 339. 

* Stein points out (p. 162) that the letter of Claudius in Josephus, A/., xix, 280-5, also 
has the full title, whereas, on his principles, it should have been written in Greek; but he 
expresses doubts as to its genuineness. As is pointed out below (p. 15 f.), there seems no 
adequate reason for rejecting it, and so far as the Imperial title is concerned it finds 
a complete analogy in the present letter. 
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Romans or Greeks influenced by the use of Latin),’ there are features in the 
present letter which perhaps point rather to translation from a Latin original 
than to Greek composition by a writer whose ordinary language was Latin. It 
is a point not easy to settle, in view of the undoubted influence which Latin 
idiom exercised on the Greek of the Empire, and one’s conclusion must depend 
rather on the general effect than on any particular passage; but the total 
impression does seem to be that of Latin style rather than Greek. It is note- 
worthy how naturally many passages would go into Latin, and here and there 
are phrases which suggest a Latin original, such as |. 29, xalmep ovk &vy mpds ra 
rovadta pdudios (quamvis ad talia non facilis?). In the note on lL. 103 f. it is 
suggested that the omission of 7)s, expected in Greek, may be due to translation 
from the Latin.2 None of these arguments nor even the sum of them can be 
regarded as conclusive, but they give additional force to that drawn from the 
use of the full Imperial title. 

Of course, even if a Latin original be conceded, it does not follow that the 
letter was sent to Alexandria in that language; it may have been translated in 
the Imperial chancery, as we know was a regular practice. But the use of the 
full title points to its having been sent in Latin; and it is not impossible that it 
was. Claudius, though an assiduous student of Greek,’ was a stickler for the use of 
Latin by Roman citizens,* and may have deliberately used Latin as a reminder 

o the unruly Alexandrines of the majesty of Rome.° 

Whatever be the truth as to this question, it stands to reason that the 
letter was published in Greek. In his recent article on the Imperial rescripts ° 
Wilcken points out that publication (pvoposztio) was applied only to subscriptiones, 
not to epistulae." The present document is of course an epistula, but its publica- 
tion does not constitute an exception to Wilcken’s rule, for, as Wilcken points 
out, it was always open to the recipient to publish a letter if he thought good, 
and in this case there was ample reason. The letter was addressed not to an 
individual magistrate, not even to the xouwdv of magistrates, but to ‘the city of the 
Alexandrines’ in general; and it appears from the prefect’s edict that it was 
publicly read at a meeting of citizens. But since only a portion of the citizens 
were able to be present, the prefect deemed it good to exhibit (éxOetvar, proponere) 
the letter so that all might read it. It may perhaps be inferred from this that. 
the letter was not given to the ambassadors, but sent to the city through the 
prefect ; in any case that the publication could be ordered only by the latter. 


So too, even more definitely, P. Viereck, Berl. Phil. Woch., 1903, 145-6. 
On the criteria of Latin style see, e. g., Schubart, Gnomon, p. 7. 
Suetonius, 42; Josephus, dz/., xix, 213. 

Suetonius, 16; Dio Cassius, lx, 17, 4. 

* If we could be certain that the edzc¢ (not letter) of the Philhellenic Emperor Hadrian 
published by Jouguet (Rev. é. gr., Xxxiil, 1920, 375 ff.) isa translation from a Latin original 
this would strengthen the case for a Latin original of our /e¢fer; but though the hypothesis 
is suggested by the existence of two copies not quite identical in wording the differences 
cannot certainly be regarded as due to anything more than faulty copying from a Greek 
text. 

6 Zu den Kazserreskripten, in Hermes, lv, 1-42. 
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2. The Imperial cult. 


The embassy which was the occasion for the writing of the present letter 
had three objects: firstly, to congratulate Claudius on his accession and, in con- 
nexion therewith, to request his acceptance of various honours ; secondly, to ask 
for certain favours; thirdly, to present the official apologia of the city for the 
recent anti-Jewish disturbances. Claudius deals with these subjects in the 
above order, 

The honours voted are largely concerned with the Imperial cult, for which 
therefore our letter is a very valuable document, though on some points its 
evidence is not as explicit as we could wish.’ The attitude of Claudius, though 
it perhaps shows some inconsistencies, is what we should expect, in view of his 
temperament and general outlook as described by Suetonius and Dio Cassius. 
He declines the offer of temples and of the appointment of an dpyvepevs, and in so 
doing states his position with regard to the question: ‘for I do not wish to be 
offensive (poprixés) to my contemporaries, and I hold that sacred fanes and the 
like have by all ages been attributed only to the gods as peculiar honours’. He 
is a man, not a god, and desires only the honours which a man can accept, for to 
accept more is to be vulgar, ostentatious, offensive: such is Claudius’s principle, 
and it is this principle which on the whole determines his attitude to the single 
honours. He permits the city to keep his birthday as a dies Augusta and to 
erect statues to himself and other members of his family ; characteristically he 
explains the latter concession by a reference to precedent: ‘for I see that you 
have been zealous to establish on every side memorials of your loyalty towards 
my house’. His predecessors had accepted such honours; it cannot therefore be 
goptixkés for him to do the same. He further sanctions the introduction of 
a Claudian tribe—a valuable addition to our knowledge of tribe-nomenclature at 
Alexandria, The wording of this clause (pvAjy KAavdvavay xatadet Ear) might 
seem to imply that a new tribe was to be created, but the renaming of an existing 
tribe seems likelier,? and the word xaradeifac must not be pressed too far. As 
pointed out in the note ad /oc., no Claudian tribe is recorded elsewhere, and the 
known Philoclaudian tribe is perhaps, though not necessarily, to be taken as the 
form which the proposed ¢vAj KAavéiava took or as the same tribe renamed 
under Nero. Permission is also given for the erection of equestrian statues of 
the ‘ procurator’ Vitrasius Pollio (see 1. 43, n.). 

So far the honours accepted are all such as can easily be reconciled with the 
principle stated above ; and the same principle inspired the refusal of a golden 
statue of the Pax Augusta Claudiana, which had actually been made, but which, 
despite the urgent entreaties of Barbillus, Claudius declines and orders to be 
dedicated to Roma. This is perhaps even an exaggeration of the principle, and 


1 For this subject see E. Beurlier, Ze cul¢e zmpérial, Paris, 1891 ; E. Kornemann, 
Zur Geschichte der antiken Herrscherkulte (Kivo, i, 51-146); and particularly F. Blumen- 
thal, Der dgyptische Katserkult (Archiv, v, 317-45). 

2 For the renaming of tribes see Jouguet, Vie munzcipale, p. 147. 
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it is a little surprising to find Claudius speaking of it as optixdrepos, for it was 
hardly equivalent to the attribution of divine honours. Was his refusal inspired 
by a feeling that the cult of the Pax Augusta was inseparably associated with 
the memory of Augustus, and that it would be arrogance in a successor to add 
his name to the title? Kornemann in his valuable study of the Imperial cult 
speaks (K Zio, i, 104) of Claudius as ‘den von Augustus und Tiberius in so vielen 
Dingen abweichenden, dagegen auf die hellenistische Monarchie des Caesar 
zuriickgehenden’. He adds in a foot-note: ‘Den Beweis hierftir hoffe ich bei 
anderer Gelegenheit spater zu erbringen’, and it is of course possible that in the 
course of his reign Claudius’s policy Shituedaearers are facts of later date which 
might be adduced in support of Kornemann’s theory ;! but it certainly finds no 
confirmation in the present letter. Quite the contrary: it is to Augustus, not 
to Julius, who is never mentioned, that Claudius looks repeatedly, and though 
he never refers to Gaius, who did in truth abandon the policy of Augustus, 
his whole attitude seems to be a deliberate repudiation of his predecessor's 
point of view. Hence the suggestion made above acquires at least a certain 
plausibility. 

The Pax Augusta Claudiana was, however, only one of two golden statues 
offered to Claudius. The other he accepts, but does not state what it repre- 
sented ; there is good reason for believing (1. 38, n.) that it may have been 
a statue of Messalina. He gives instructions that this statue is to be carried 
in procession as part of the celebrations on name-days, i. e. Imperial birthdays and 
the like. 

So far the replies of Claudius are perfectly consistent with the principle laid 
down in the concluding words of this section of his letter ; but there are two 
points on which, at first sight, his decision is less easy to understand. He 
permits the dedication of sacred groves for each nome of Egypt (don ré xara 
vopnov Tapetvat tis Alydn(r)ov) and the erection of four-horse chariots at the three 
entrances to Egypt, Taposiris, Pharos, and Pelusium. It is not, indeed, stated to 
whom the groves were to be dedicated, but the natural assumption, were this 
passage taken in isolation, would be that it was to Claudius himself, and in the 
case of the chariots the words dqudpScai po. suggest a similar conclusion. 
It is conceivable that Claudius, offered a number of semi-divine honours 
and anxious not to appear ungracious by refusing too much, was not wholly 
logical in his choice; a certain inconsequence and incapacity for connected 
thinking were-notoriously characteristic of him. But the letter as a whole is well 
constructed, and it is not perhaps necessary to resort to this hypothesis, espe- 
cially as we have not the terms of the Alexandrian Widicua. The groves may, as 
suggested in the note on 1. 42, have been attached to the local S<Sacrefa, being 
dedicated to Divus Augustus zz honour of Claudius, like the Amastris dedication 
quoted in the note on 1. 35, ixép ris SeBacrijs Eipnuns els rv rewunv TrBepiov 
KAavolov Teppavixot SeBaorod; and it does not seem page that adidpioal 
pot may have a similar sense. 


Whatever be thought of this point—and it must be admitted that any sort 


* See below, p. 7. 
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of dedication ¢o rather than for Claudius would be difficult to reconcile with his 
principle—at least his general attitude is a conservative one, averse from anything 
like divine honours. In P. Ryl. ii, 133 (A.D. 33).we have a priest of Tiberius ; 
yet Claudius definitely refuses an dpyvepedy and a temple. The present letter was 
indeed written early in his reign, and he may, in face of an importunity which 
even this papyrus illustrates, have made further concessions later. We know 
definitely that a temple was dedicated to him during his lifetime at the colony 
of Camalodunum in Britain. It must be remembered however that, as Tacitus 
hints, political motives were here operative. Claudius may well have yielded to 
real or supposed expediency, in a newly-conquered and remote portion of the 
Empire, what he would not yield in Alexandria, and still have retained, in essen- 
tials, the principle laid down in the present letter. A papyrus referred to in the 
note on |. 48 may indeed mention an dpysepeds of his cult, but the reading is 
doubtful, and as there pointed out the passage is more probably, even on other 
grounds, to be referred to Gaius. Blumenthal (Archiv, v, 322) inserts in his list of 
Kaisertempel one at Alexandria to Claudius; but the foundation mentioned by 
Suetonius to which he refers was primarily a literary institution, and it is very 
doubtful whether we can take it as in the proper sense a temple ; still less are we 
justified on the evidence in regarding it as dedicated (in the full religious sense) to 
Claudius.* There is finally an inscription from Cys in Caria (Bull. Corr. Hell., 
xi, 1887, 307), datable in A.D. 52, to TiBépiov KAavdiov Katoapa Teppavixdy Avroxpd- 
topa Jeov S<Baordy, and another from Seleucia in Pisidia (I. G. Rom. iii, 328), to 
TiBépiov Krav6.olv] Katoapa SeBacrd[v] Vepyavixdy Oedv exipavh, and we may add the 
vewxopot of Claudius (apparently) mentioned in the inscription from Aezani quoted 
in the note on 1. 60; but these were of merely local significance, and we cannot 
even be certain, in the second and perhaps the first cases, that Imperial sanction 
was obtained. On the whole, likely as a certain relaxation of Claudius’s principle 
in course of time may be, there is no sufficient evidence for regarding his reign as 
an epoch of marked development in the Imperial cult, with the possible exception 
of the temple in Britain. 

The present papyrus does, however, show very clearly what steady pressure 
wasmaintained from the side of the provinces upon the Emperors to sanction exten- 
sions of the cult. The most striking example of this is seen in the prefect’s edict, 
Ordering the publication of a letter in which Claudius definitely refuses divine 
honours, the Emperor’s own representative calls on the people of Alexandria to 


* Tacitus, Azm., xiv, 31: ‘templum divo Claudio constitutum quasi arx aeternae domina- 
tionis aspiciebatur ’. This is mentioned under the year 61, but Seneca, Agoc. 8, shows that 
the temple was dedicated while Claudius was yet alive. 

* Suetonius, 42 (Ihm, 1907}: ‘Denique et Graecas scripsit historias, Tyrrhenicon 
viginti, Carchedoniacon octo. Quarum causa veteri Alexandriae Musio additum ex ipsius 
nomine (novum) ; institutumque ut quotannis in altero Tyrrhenicon libri, in altero Carche- 
doniacon diebus statutis velut in auditorio recitarentur toti a singulis per vices’, The Latin 
is not very clear, but it hardly warrants Blumenthal’s conclusion, and his statement that 
Claudius was himself responsible for the establishment is equally hazardous ; all probability 
and analogy suggest that the impulse came from the Alexandrian side. It is apparently to 
this foundation that Athenaeus, vi, p. 240b, refers: rois ev rH Kdavdio (? Knavdveig) vd 
sopuorevovow ; cf. too H. Smilda, Veta Divi Claudit, p. 168, But even the word Kdavdteior 
should not be pressed as evidence for a cult of the living Claudius. 
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admire thv peyadedrnta Tod beod judy Kaiocapos. Blumenthal (Archiv, v, 328 ; 
cf. Wilcken, Grundziige, p. 120) states that the living Emperor was not officially 
known as 6eés, in Egypt any more than in other provinces, and that was true so 
far as the then known evidence went ; but the present instance is a glaring excep- 
tion. If the intentions of the Emperor were thus defeated by his own officials, 
we can see how inevitable, sooner or later, was the development of the cult into 
a real worship of the living ruler. 


3. The rights of the Alexandrines. 


After dealing with the honours voted him by the Alexandrines, Claudius 
turns to their requests, which, though placed second in the letter and doubtless 
in the agenda of the embassy, are not likely to have held that position in the 
minds of the citizens. It must be confessed that Claudius’s answers to these 
points do not promise any very substantial addition to the rights and privileges 
of Alexandria. ? 

He begins by confirming the Alexandrian citizenship, with all its riya kat 
ptAdvOpwra,' to all those who had been ephebi up to his principate, exception being 
made in the case of children of slaves (we may suppose sons of citizens by servile 
mothers) who had wrongfully intruded themselves among the ephebi. These 
were of course not entitled to the citizenship; it is uncertain whether, among 
those confirmed, there were any not strictly entitled to it, and consequently how 
far the confirmation was a favour to the citizens. He also confirms all the privi- 
leges conceded to Alexandria by previous Emperors, kings, and prefects, ‘as 

ivus Augustus also confirmed them’; but this, while it may have been of some 
value, did not amount to any improvement in the city’s position. 

The next clause, that relating to the zeocort of Divus Augustus, falls properly 
under the previous section. It appears to be a mere matter of administrative 
detail, and it is not clear that any concession of much value is involved. The 
reduction (see ll. 62-6, n.) of the term of office for municipal magistracies to three 
years was granted in response to a definite request from the citizens and must 
therefore be taken as a favour conferred, but it is difficult to estimate the degree 
of benefit which the citizens would derive from it. 

The really important point was, however, the last, the request of the 
Alexandrines for a senate ; and on this point Claudius adopts a non-committal 
attitude. He announces that he has instructed the prefect to examine into the 
question and to report to him on the advisability of the change and, if the senate 
is conceded, on the best method of constituting it. Since we know that Alexandria 
did not obtain a senate till the reign of Septimius Severus,2 we must conclude 
that the prefect’s report was adverse. It is possible that this disappointment of 


a See | Re) 1: 
 Spartianus, Veta Severt, 17: ‘Deinde Alexandrinis ius buleutarum dedit, qui sine 


publico consilio, ita ut sub regibus, ante vivebant, uno iudice contenti, quem Caesar dedis- 
set. Gi, Dio, 17, \3. 
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their hopes may have helped to provoke the renewed outbreak of anti-Semitism 
which is to be inferred from the ‘Isidorus Acta’ (see below, p. 19 f.). 

That Alexandria possessed no senate under the earlier Roman Emperors 
was already well-known; what is subject of dispute is the question whether 
a senate existed under the Ptolemies, and on this point unfortunately Claudius 
was as ignorant as ourselves (ll. 66-7). The latest pronouncement on the 
problem is that of W. Schubart (Agypten von Alexander dem Grossen bis auf 
Mohammed, pp. 32-3), who holds strongly that Alexandria had a senate in the 
Ptolemaic period, though previously? he preferred to leave it an open question, 
as also does Wilcken,? but with an inclination to decide against the SovA7. The 
ancient evidence is not conclusive, for though Spartianus clearly implies that 
there was no senate under the Ptolemies,? Dio* has usually been taken as 
implying that Augustus abolished a senate at Alexandria. The inference is, 
however, by no means justified; the words of Dio may merely mean that 
Augustus refused a senate,° and we may even conjecture that the Alexandrines 
took the opportunity of his amnesty and confirmation of privileges to ask for 
a senate, as they did later on Claudius’s accession. On this question at least the 
testimony of the present letter is, negatively, decisive. If Augustus had really 
abolished an existing senate, it is inconceivable that Claudius, who refers to his 
predecessor’s confirmation of Alexandrian rights and of the privileges of the 
Jews (Josephus, Azz, xix, 282 f.; 1. 87), should have been or have professed to 
be ignorant of it. 

It is nevertheless possible that, as Jouguet is inclined to think,’ a senate had 
existed at an earlier period and had been abolished by one or other of the 
Ptolemies. In favour of this supposition may be adduced an inscription, very 
likely of the third century B.C., which implies a BovAy and which Plaumann 8 
wished to refer to Alexandria; but the attribution, though Plaumann’s argu- 
ments have considerable force, is by no means certain. On the other side may 
perhaps be set the evidence of the present letter. Claudius, a keen student of 
history (though there is no evidence that he had specially studied Egyptian 
affairs in the Ptolemaic period), knew (if we take his words literally) of no BovAy 
at Alexandria, and, what is more to the point, the Alexandrian envoys themselves 
do not seem to have submitted any conclusive evidence of its previous existence. 
Would they not have done so in the circumstances, had they possessed such 
evidence, as we know the Jews did for their privileges ?® Prof. Rostovtzeff indeed 


1 Kho, x, 60 ff, 

* Grundziige, p. 15. 

’ The idea that the passage can be explained away is rightly rejected by Jouguet, 
Vie municipale, p. 28. 

4 li, 17, 2: od pévror odd exeivors Bovdevew ev Ti ‘Pdun epikev. GANA Tois pev dAXows 
ws éxdorots, tois & ’Adeéavdpedow dvev Bovrevradv modireveaOar éxéAevoe* Tooavrny mov vewTeporrotiav 
avTav KaTéyve. 


> Cf. too Jouguet, Z.c.; Schubart, Kio, x, 607; now particularly Jouguet, Rev. éeyp7., 


HS, 1, 65 f. 
® Cf. however 1912, 68 f.: kacvod 5} mpdyparos viv mp (@) r (0) » karaBaddopevov, 
7 Vie municipale, p. 32 f. ° Kio, xiii, 485-90. 


®* Josephus, Avz., xix, 281. 
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(with whom Prof. Hunt is inclined to agree) would take Claudius’s od« éxw A€yew 
as merely an evasion of the question (‘I have nothing to say as to that point!’) 
rather than a literal statement of fact, and he holds that the Alexandrines 
would hardly have asked for a senate except on the ground that they had once 
possessed one (perhaps till the reign of Philadelphus?). This may be true as 
regards the earlier period, but whatever.may be thought of that point, it is very 
unlikely that Claudius would, even as an evasion, say ov« éxw Aéyew had Augustus 
actually abolished a senate. As to the earlier period we cannot argue from the 
negative result of the prefect’s investigation ; for if he discovered that the city had 
once possessed a BovAy and had later lost it, that very fact might decide him or 
Claudius against the concession. 


4. The Fewish question. 


The last section in the body of the letter, which deals with the question of 
anti-Semitism, is of special interest, and throws valuable light not only on the 
particular events referred to but incidentally on several disputed points. 

The subject of the relations between the Jews of the Diaspora and the 
Graeco-Roman world in which they lived has been frequently discussed in recent 
years, but on more than one of the fundamental problems a generally accepted 
agreement has still to be reached. Unfortunately the discussion, in modern as in 
ancient times, has not always been free from racial or theological bias.1 

The Jews formed an important element in the population of Alexandria 
from early times, perhaps even from the city’s first foundation.2 They occupied 
there the quarter known as ‘ Delta’,? but in the time of Philo two quarters were 
predominantly Jewish, and not a few individual Jews or Jewish families were 


*.For the general history and condition of the Jews in the Roman Empire see 
E. Schiirer, Gesch. des jiidischen Volkes im Zettalter Jesu Christi (3 vols., 3rd ed. 1898, 4th 
ed. 1901, 1909); J. Juster, Les Judfs dans I Empire romain (2 vols., Paris, 1914); Th. 
Reinach, /udaec (Daremberg-Saglio, vol. iii, pt. 1); for the question of anti-Semitism and 
the Jews of Alexandria in particular, F. Stihelin, Der Antisemttismus des Allertums in 
seiner Entstehung u. Entwicklung (Basel, 1905); A. Bludau, Juden u. Judenverfolgungen im 
alien Alexandria (Miinster i. W., 1906); Wilcken, Zum alexandrinischen Antisemitismus 
(Abh, Kon, siichs. Ges. d. Wiss., \vii, 1909, 783-839) with the literature there referred to, 
and Grundztige, 24-6, 62-5; P. Jouguet, La vie munictpale dans l Egypte romaine, pp. 18— 
22; W. Schubart, Archiv, v, 118-20, and Linfiihrung (see Index there); H. Willrich, in 
Kio, iii, 397-419; W. Weber, Zine Gerichtsverhandlung vor Kaiser Traian (Hermes, 1, 47- 
g2); A. v. Premerstein, Alexandrinische und jiidische Gesandte vor Kaiser Hadrian (Hermes, 
lvii, 266-316); A. N. Modona, La veta pudblica e privata degli Kbret in Egitio nell eta 
ellenistica e romana (Aegypius, ii, 253-75, iii, 19-4 3); B. Motzo, La condizione giuridica det 
Giudet di Alessandria sotto 1 Lagidt e 1 Romant (Ati d. R. Accad. d. Sc. di Torino, x\viii, 
1912-13, 577-98); see also H. Willrich, Zudazca (Gottingen, 1900). It was impossible to 
consult the recent article of M. Engers, Dre staatsrechiliche Stellung der alexandrinischen 
Juden (Kho, xviii, 79-90) until this introduction had been completed, and ‘it is therefore 
satisfactory to find that he comes to substantially the same conclusions regarding the evidence 
of Philo and Josephus as the present editor, Some references to his article have been added 
‘in foot-notes. 

* Josephus, ¢. Ap., ii, 35; Bell. Iud., ii, 487. The doubts thrown by some modern 
scholars on Josephus’s statements as to the early settlement of the Jews in Egypt are 
not supported by the papyrological evidence. 

* Josephus, Bell. Lud, ii, 495. 
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living in other parts of the city. As elsewhere in the ancient world, so also in 
Alexandria, the Jews were exposed to the hostility of their neighbours. This 
hostility was due to various causes. Economic factors were not without influence ; 
for the Jews, besides being dangerous rivals in commerce, were not infrequently 
tax-farmers or farmers of the royal domains,? and many of them were persons 
of great wealth.* Even more powerful, however, were political and religious 
prejudice. Precluded by their religion from sharing in many of the activities of 
their fellow-townsmen, to whom the 7éAis was above all things a religious com- 
munity united by the common service of the ancestral gods, and yet enjoying 
special privileges of their own and favoured, not by the Ptolemies only but by 
many of the Hellenistic monarchs, as later by the Romans, the Jews were 
naturally objects of suspicion and dislike. During the Ptolemaic period, indeed, 
we have no evidence of strictly anti-Semitic outbreaks, for the persecution 
attributed by the third book of Maccabees to Philopator, whatever kernel of fact 
it may contain, is too legendary in its details to serve as evidence, and the better- 
attested troubles under Euergetes II arose from reasons of Egyptian politics ; 
but it seems clear that anti-Semitic feeling existed even then, and in the Roman 
period it led to open hostilities. Doubtless it was now accentuated by political 
causes. The Jews had deserted the national dynasty on the arrival of the 
Komans, and they received their reward in the confirmation of their privileges 
and in the special favour of the Emperors. But the Alexandrines, who saw their 
city degraded from a royal capital to a subordinate position under Imperial 
Rome, were constantly hostile to the Emperors,’ and consequently hated their 
Jewish protégés the more bitterly. Moreover, the Jews, encouraged no doubt by 
the favours they had received, seem to have been aiming at yet further privileges, 
in particular at the full Alexandrian citizenship. 

This raises one of the problems alluded to above, the question whether the 
Jews, as a community (as to individuals there is no dispute), possessed the 
citizenship. This is expressly asserted by Josephus and according to some 
scholars implied by Philo, but it is denied by many modern writers, such as 
Willrich, Bludau, Wilcken, Schubart, and Reinach. Schiirer strongly maintains 
the affirmative point of view, and even Juster in his more recent work, rejecting 
the arguments of Wilcken and Schubart, takes the same standpoint.® Since the 


1 Philo, Zn F7., 8, 55 (M. 525); cf. id. Zeg., 20, 132 (M. 565): ras mpocevyds— 
modal bé ciow Kal Exagrov tyRpa ths médews. Philo, Jz Fi., 6, 43 (M. 523), estimates the 
total number of Jews in Alexandria and Egypt as not less than a million. 

* Not however, apparently, to any great extent bankers or money-lenders, as we might 
expect ; see Reinach, Daremberg-Saglio, p. 628, and cf. Wilcken, Antisemitismus, p. 788 f. 
There is only one instance in papyri of an imputation of usury against the Jews (Wilcken, 
Chrest. 60, A. D. 41), and this dates from a time when the anti-Semitic feeling was peculiarly 
intense. 

8 Cf. the case of the Alabarch Alexander (‘dem alexandrinischen “ Rothschild” ’, 
Bludau, p. 68). So too in the present letter (1. 94 f.) Claudius speaks of the Jews drodavov- 
Tas, . . meptovoias dmdvrwy ayaboy, words in which we perhaps catch an echo of the envy felt 
by the Greeks for their wealthy enemies. 

* According to Josephus, Bed/. Lud., ii, 487, this hostility existed from the very first. 

5 Cf. Mommsen, Rom. Gesch.4, v, 5821. 

® So too (apparently) Modona, Aegyp/us, ii, p. 265 f. 
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present letter contains new evidence on the point, it is necessary to examine 
the problem again. 

The ancient authorities cited to support the view of Schiirer and Juster are 
Philo and Josephus. The testimony of Macc. iii is on the other side; for the 
writer states in cap. 2, 28-30 that Philopator degraded the Jews eis Aaoypagiav Kai 
olkerixyy dudbeoww, but ordered édv dé rwes ef ad’tGy mpoaipGvrat ev Tois Kata TedeTas 
peuunuevots avacrpeper bat, rovrovs icomoAiras ’AdeEavdpedow etvat. The implication 
is clearly that they did not already possess the citizenship.’ The historical 
authority of JJacc. iii is not high, but it is very unlikely that if, as Josephus 
asserts, the Jews had always enjoyed the citizenship an Alexandrian writer of the 
late Ptolemaic or early Roman period should make such a mistake.” 

Before dealing with the evidence of Philo and Josephus, it will be well to 
notice the arguments adduced against the citizenship. Wilcken, following Schu- 
bart, cites a papyrus (BGU. 1140 = Wilcken, Chres¢. 58) in which a Jewish 
petitioner is described as ’AAcefavdpéw(s), but the word has been altered to lovdatov 
tov amd ’Adre~avope(ias). Clearly, then, argues Wilcken, there was a difference 
between the ’AAcfavdpeds or citizen and the "lovdatos rév amd AA. Schiirer (iii*, 
718) and Juster (ii, 9 f.) dispute this inference; the alteration, says the latter, is 
merely ‘une meilleure détermination de la qualité du solliciteur’. This is how- 
ever, if not impossible, at least a highly disputable assertion ; for if the petitioner 
was an Alexandrian, what need was there to specify further? A citizen was 
a citizen, whatever his race.? 

Again, the mention in BGU. 1151, 7 f., of rod rév “lovdalwy apyetov as compared 
with the wodurixdy dpxetov of BGU. 1131, 14, 22 shows that the Jews had a special 
notarial office distinct from that of the wéAus, and therefore points, as Wilcken 
remarks (Grundziige, 63), to their forming a wodrevpa, not a part of the body of 
citizens. It is, indeed, undisputed that they had their own organization, a genarch 
or ethnarch, a yepovoia (whereas Alexandria did not possess a senate), and their 
own judicial organization. The practical inconvenience of such separate privi- 


’ Schiirer’s interpretation of the passage, that ‘er beraubte die alexandrinischen Juden 
des Biirgerrechtes ’ (iii*, 489), is quite unjustifiable; the degradation es Naoypadiav krd. does 
not imply loss of citizenship but merely of the privileges which no one denies that they 
possessed. 

* For the date of AZace. iii see, e. g., Bludau, pp. 62-6. It may be noted incidentally 
that the passage quoted may throw some light on the question. The book is unlikely to 
have been written at a time when the citizenship was a burning question, i. e. later than the 
middle of the first century, for the Jews were then asserting the fact of the citizenship. 

* The petitioner’s assertion that he was over the statutory age for poll-tax, which might 
seem conclusive, is not really so, owing to the mutilation of the document; for the argument 
may have run: ‘I am an Alexandrine, the son of an Alexandrine, and zm any case 
T am over-age’, 

* Philo, Jn F2., 10, 74 (M. 527-8): ris yap iperépas yepovoias, nv 6 cwTNp Kal evepyerns 
SeBagros emipednoouerny rev “lovdaikev eldero pera Tiy Tod yevdpxou tedeurnv; Strabo ap. Jos., 
Ant., XiV, 117: Kabiorara: dé kat €Ovapxns airady, ds diocket re rd €Ovos Kai Sacra Kpicers Kal cvpBo- 
Aaiwv enipedcirat Kat mpooraypdrav, os dv rout elas dpxov advroredods. It is not certain that, as 
Philo seems to imply, the yepoveia took the place of the ethnarch, for Claudius, in the letter 
quoted by Josephus (Av/., xix, 280-5), Says reXeuTHOavTos TOD Tay Iovdalwv eOvdpxov tov eBa- 
ordy pi) KexwAvkévar €Ovdpxas yiyvecGa. For the organization of the Jewish community at 
Alexandria see Schiirer, iiit, 76-9 ; cf. Juster, i, 413-14. 
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leges, if the Jews possessed the full citizenship, is obvious ; and though it is 
arguable that they were of necessity granted these privileges owing to their 
religious principles, the improbability is so great that without overwhelming 
evidence the theory can hardly be accepted. 

Wilcken (Antisemitismus, p. 788), following Willrich, regards the existence 
of a Ghetto as an argument against citizenship (cf. too Jouguet, Vie municipale, 
p- 19); but this, though of some weight, is not conclusive, since the Jews, at least 
in Philo’s time, were not confined to the Jewish quarter, nor was that quarter 
itself exclusively peopled by Jews.! 

Lastly, Schubart (Archiv, v, 111-12) gives reasons (not perhaps conclusive) 
for supposing that the ‘ Macedonians’ formed a ‘special class, not possessing the 
Alexandrian citizenship. Now, Josephus states (c. Ap., ii, 35; Bell. Lud., ii, 488) 
that Alexander gave, and the Diadochi confirmed, to the Jews the right to be 
classed with the Macedonians, and there is papyrus evidence (Wilcken, Grundziige, 
63) which tends to confirm this, at least for certain Jews; hence, if Schubart’s 
theory is sound, the Jews did not as such possess the citizenship. 

We may now turn to the evidence of Philo. In his Zz FV, 8, 53 (M. 525) he 
says that Flaccus wdduw é@’ érepov érpémero, rv THs huetépas moAuTelas avatpecur, 
iv’ amoxorévrap ols pdvors epdpyer 6 Huérepos Bios eOdv re matplwv kal wetove las 
ToALTLKGY Otkalwy Tas éoxdras tromevaper ovudopds, ovdévos evretAnupévor Treloparos 
cis dopdevav. dALyais yap Dorepov Hucpars TLOnor mpdypappa, dv ob €évous kal énjAvodas 
pas amexdder xtA, This has been taken as evidence for the Alexandrian citizen- 
ship of the Jews, but it does not necessarily imply that. odrrelas may mean 
‘citizenship’ (M. ‘ius civitatis’), but-the passage of Strabo quoted above, is ia, 
note 4, shows that it need not have that meaning.” Still less can the woAurikad 
dfxara be taken as proof. The Jews possessed very substantial rights, some of 
which (e. g, that in respect of scourging, Philo, Zz F/., 10, 78—g) they shared with 
the Alexandrines, and when Flaccus called them ¢évo. he was not necessarily 
denying their right to be woAtra, As Juster points out (ii, p. 1), the Jews who 
had not the right of domicile in a Greek aéAus were &évo. but those who had it 
were 7dpo.kou.® 

It is quite likely that in Leg., 44, 349 (M. 597): perateupddvres aywvicacbar 
tov Tept THs ToALTELas dyGva, Philo is using woAcrefa in a sense similar to that 
suggested above, viz. the rights of the Jews as a moAlrevya, but it is not impossible 
that one of the objects of the embassy was to ask for the citizenship, for Philo 
seems to imply that favours were being asked. 


* This may be inferred from Philo, Zz F7., 8, 55 (M. 525): rotrav (i.e. the poipa Tis 
méhews) S00 “lovdaikai héyovrat bia ro TAELOTOVS "Iovdalous ev Tavrais KaToLKEiV. 

* See the remarks of Engers (Avo, xviii, 84) on this point, 

° Cf, Josephus, Azz, xiv, 213: évérvydv por of lovdatou év And Kai twes Tov Tapoikar 
“Tovdaiwv. It may be added that it is at least possible that modurukés might be used of 
a@ modirevpa as well as of a méds; see, e.g. Schubart, Linfiihrung, p. 280f. For the 
modretvpara see now Engers, Alo, xviii, 79 f. (cf. too p. 841). On p. 83 Engers adduces a 
further argument from Philo, Zz F7., 20, 172 (M. 542) which seems conclusive; see too his 
discussion of the word xérorkos, p. 834. 

4 Leg., 28,178 (M. 572): ypappareiov ... xepadraddy rimov Tepexov av re emabouev Kat 
oy ruxeiv nEcodpev; 183: 1d dé dy Kal mpovopias oleaOae tvyxdvew. 
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In favour of the citizenship might be urged Philo’s use of the word ’Ad«€av- 
dpeds: In FL, 10, 80 (M. 528): rdv lduTdy “Adreardpewv "lovdaiwy ; Leg., 28, 183 
(M. 572-3): dd éouxe (Gaius) r7 Tov dAdwv ’AdeEavipewv pepior mporketobat ; but 
the word was ambiguous, and though technically it meant an Alexandrian 
citizen it might also be used in a literary work to mean an inhabitant of 
Alexandria. , 

It will be seen that while these passages are quite consistent with the theory 
that the Jews possessed the citizenship, none of them compels us to accept it. On 
the other side may be set two passage which make in the opposite direction. In the 
In F1., 6,43 (M. 523) Philo says f modus olKyropas éxeL SutTOvs, Nas TE Kal Tovrovs, thus 
ae a contrast between the Alexandrines and the Jews; and later (10, 78-9, 
M. 528), after speaking of the Alexandrines’ privilege as regards scourging, he 
adds 10 20s rotro kal éml rOv jperépwv suernpynoav ot mpd PAdkkov. It would be 
absurd to press either passage, but their evidence must be set against that of the 
others. 

That Josephus maintained the Jews to be citizens there is of course no dis- 
pute;1 and he cites two authorities for his contention. One is a stele set up by 
Julius Caesar at Alexandria: Katcap “IovAuos tots éy “Adc£avdpeta “lovdators Tounoas 
XaAKhv orjdnv edjrwoev Or. ’AdeLavdpéwv wodiral eloww (Axz., xiv, 188) ; so too c. Ap., 
ii, 37, where, however, he speaks more vaguely: riv otyAnv ... Ta SiKardpara 
nepiexovoav & Kaicap 6 péyas tots “lovdatous éb@xev, It is perhaps significant that 
he does not quote this stele verbally, whereas many of his documents are given 
in full. It is not necessary to accuse him, as Willrich seems inclined to do (Kio, 
iii, 405), of dishonesty ; he may not have had a copy of the stele before him 
and have been speaking from memory ; but in the circumstances it is impossible 
to treat this stele as very strong evidence, particularly as it is difficult to see what 
right Caesar had to give a decision concerning the Alexandrian citizenship (Will- 
riche 

Weare reduced then to the letter of Claudius quoted by Josephus in full in 
Ant., xix, 280-5. But before considering that it is best to examine the evidence of 
the present letter, whose authenticity cannot be called in question. After deploring 
the ordovs, Claudius calls upon both parties to amend their ways, ’AAeEavopels pev.. 
cat lovdators 6¢ (Il. 82, 88). Could there be a clearer indication that in the eyes of 
Claudius the Jews were not ’Adefavépeis, i.e. Alexandrian citizens? Lower down 
(1. 95) he speaks of the Jews as living év aAAorpia adder. This should be decisive. 
It is perhaps possible that their enemies, in a time of strained relations, should 
speak of Jewish citizens as aliens and as living éy dAdorpia add, but is it con- 
ceivable that the Emperor himself, in a letter carefully calculated to hold the 
balance even, should do the same? 

Hardly less decisive is 1, 92 f., where Claudius bids the Jews pnde éemonaipew 
yupvactapxeKots 7) KoopuntiKots yor. This apparently means (see note ad Joc.) that 
they were not to take part in the athletic contests presided over by the gym- 
nasiarch or cosmetes; but surely the Jews, if citizens, had as much right to 


* See, e. g., Bell. Lud., ii, 487-8; Ant, xii, 121; c. Ap,, ii, 


? See now the i ingenious (and perhaps ‘correct) fariovelsion: of this passage suggested 
by Engers, Avo, xviii, go. 
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compete as any other citizens.. Moreover, the gymnasiarch and cosmetes were 
the magistrates specially associated with the ephebi, and the ephebia was the 
necessary preliminary to citizenship (1. 53, n.) ; their mention here, therefore, seems 
clear proof that the Jews were not citizens. 

At all events the total effect of the present letter is decisively to disprove the 
idea that the Jews possessed the citizenship ; and the question arises how it is to 
be reconciled with that quoted by Josephus, which has been almost universally 
interpreted as implying the opposite The important words are: emuyvous avéxa- 
Gev tovs ev “AreLavdpeia “lovdaiovs, "AdeEavdpels Aeyou€vovs, ovyxatouxicbévras tors 
Tparors evs xatpois "Ade€avdpedor kal ions ToAtrelas Tapa TOY Baciéwy terevyéras, 
Kabas pavepoy eyévero ex TOV ypaypdrwy rev Tap’ adrois Kal Tov OlataypdTwv, Kal wera 
70 TH] NyeTepa jyeuovia AdeEdvdperav bx6 ToS SeBacrod broraxOjvat, TepvdAdy Oat adrois 
Ta dixata bn Gv TeupOertwy emdpywv... “Ade€Eavdpets d& emapOjva kata rey Tap’ avtots 
‘Tovdatwy ... Bovdropar pndty bia tiv Tatov Tapagppootwyy Tov dikatwy TO “lovdalwy 
Over Tapamentaxévat, puvidocecbar d& airots xa) Td TpOTepov Sikarsuara. 

If we accept both the authenticity and the current interpretation of this 
letter, we cannot escape the difficulty by supposing that Claudius at first thought 
the Jews to be citizens and later discovered his error or vice versa. It is clear 
that both letters were written early in Claudius’s reign ;* and the words in 1. 87 f. 
of the present document, dmep kai €y® dtakovoas dpudorépwy €BeBaiwoa, make it 
certain that Claudius had already issued a decree confirming the privileges of the 
Jews, The letter in Josephus, if genuine, must be the one referred to, and we 
cannot suppose a change of opinion on a fundamental point to be ignored in the 
present letter. 


Thus we are driven to one of two explanations: either the Josephus letter 
is a forgery * (or a genuine letter worked up for propagandist purposes) or it does 
not mean what it is generally supposed to mean. Against the former supposition 
must be set the conclusion, with its exhortation to both parties, which not only 
recalls the attitude adopted by Claudius in the present document but seems very 
unlikely to proceed from a Jewish forger. The last remark applies even more 
strongly to Claudius’s letter eis ry ofkovpevnv (Antz., xix, 286-91); and it will be 
admitted that the two must stand or fall together. At most therefore we must 
assume interpolation, an excessively hazardous proceeding in the case of a com- 
paratively recent and well-known edict. 

But is the letter in Josephus really inconsistent with the present one? In 
other words, is the current interpretation necessary? It is to be noticed that 
Claudius twice (§§ 281 and 284) distinguishes between the Jews and the ’Adefap- 


* Not, however, by Reinach, Daremberg-Saglio, iti, 6273 cf. too the remarks of 
Jouguet, Vie munzcipale, p. 20, on ion rysn, &c. 

? Josephus’s narrative makes this certain for the letter which he quotes. 

* E. von Dobschiitz (Am. Journ. of Theol., viii, 737°°) speaks of this and its companion 
letter as being ‘under strong suspicion of being fabrications’ (cf. too. A, Stein, Unser- 
suchungen, p. 162; Jouguet, Vie municipale, p. 19"); but of the two references cited, 
Mommsen, R(dmzsche) G(eschichie), v, p. 523 f., implicitly accepts the genuineness of the two 
letters, and that to Ranke, if it is to his Welt-) G(eschichie), iti, p. 97, is an error. Even 
Willrich, who is strongly against the Jewish claims, accepts the genuineness ; he pronounces 
Claudius credulous and uncritical (Avs, iii, p. 40 ). 
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dpets, and that he refers to the former as ‘called ’Ade€avdpeis’. Why ‘called ’, 
if they were ’Ade€avdpeis in the technical sense?! Moreover, he does not say 
they were given the Alexandrian citizenship, merely that they had tons modureias. 
We are reminded of Strabo’s remark, quoted above (p. 12, note 4), that the 
ethnarch had the powers of a modurelas 4pxwy abroredods. The Jewish community 
was in fact a city, a moAvre‘a, within a city, with powers practically equal (and in 
the possession of a yepovoia superior) to those of the Alexandrines. Thus there 
is no real necessity to interpret the Josephus letter as implying citizenship ; its 
true interpretation, uncertain while it stood alone, is determined by the present 
papyrus. 

That the Jews were agitating for the full citizenship may be inferred not 
only from the claims made by Josephus and perhaps from Philo (see above, 
p. 13) but from Claudius’s words in the present letter (Il. 88-95); and it may 
be that resentment at their claims played its part in producing the great ‘ pogrom’ 
under Gaius. Of that outbreak we have a very brief account in Josephus (Azz., 
xviii, 257-9) and a detailed one in Philo’s two treatises, Jz Placcum and Legatio 
ad Gaium, which are apparently parts of a longer but now imperfect work Tlept 
aperév.2, More exactly, Philo gives two accounts, not quite consistent, but it is 
easy by combining the two to reconstruct the sequence of events. The narrative 
of Willrich (K “io, iii, 397-419) is prejudiced and one-sided, but on the other hand 
that of Philo is quite obviously an ex parte statement, and highly rhetorical in 
style. Philo’s remark, in reply to a hypothetical objection that he has given too 
favourable an account of Flaccus as prefect, émawvd rov PAdkKov, ov émerdy) TpoohKer 
exOpov éyxwpidcer, GAN’ iv’ adrod riv poxOnplay apdndrorepay mapaornow (ln Fl, 2,7, | 
M. 518), shows a temper remote indeed from that of the historian. 

The accepted reconstruction of the events, which is likely to be in the main 
correct, is as follows. In the summer of A. D. 38 Agrippa I, travelling to his new 
kingdom via Egypt, arrived at Alexandria. According to Philo he was careful 
to enter the city as unobtrusively as possible, but the statement is difficult to 
reconcile either with what we know of his character or with subsequent events; 
and in any case we may assume that his compatriots, delighted at the arrival of 
a Jewish king, high in the Emperor’s favour, did not allow the event to pass 
without a public manifestation of their enthusiasm. The Greek populace, 
annoyed, we may assume, by the jubilations of their rivals, dressed up in mock- 
royal state a well-known idiot of the town, surrounded him with a guard of 
make-belief soldiers, and paraded him through the streets with cries of Marin, 
Marin, a Syrian word for ‘king’. 

The insult, to a personal friend of Gaius, was daring; and it was doubtless 
a desire to escape the consequences which led the Alexandrines to raise a demand 
for the placing of the Emperor’s images in the synagogues. Flaccus, whose 


* Motzo, Af’ R. Acc. Tor., xlviii, 583 ff., advances a theory that "Adefavdpeis has 
a technical sense ; there were “Ade€avdpeis "Iovdaior, enjoying the inferior grade of citizenship, 
i.e, not members of demes, and "Iovdaio, who lacked the citizenship altogether. This 
is ingenious but not very likely. 
_ ® Juster (i, p. 6), following L. Massebieau, Ze classement des euvres de Philon (Bibl. de 
fasten des Hautes Etudes, i), pp. 65-78, denies this, but Massebieau’s arguments do not seem 
conclusive. 
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position, as an enemy of Agrippina and a partisan of Tiberius Gemellus, was very 
precarious, could not safely oppose this, whatever his own sentiments may have 
been; and when he published an edict declaring the Jews aliens and intruders 
the mob saw that they were secure. The result was a regular campaign. of 
terrorism. The Jews were driven from the other parts of the city into the 
‘Delta ’ quarter, over 400 houses being sacked ; many of them were murdered or 
beaten, and innumerable insults and outrages were heaped upon the survivors. 
There may well be some exaggeration in Philo’s narrative, but Willrich goes too 
far in minimizing the sufferings of the Jews,! the extent of which may be inferred 
from Claudius’s remarks in the present letter. 

If the Jews hoped for redress from Flaccus, they were soon undeceived. He 
took up an attitude of strong hostility, and even had a number of their elders 
scourged ; with what, if any, justification, it is impossible to say in the absence of 
any check on Philo’s prejudiced narrative. However, he was not long in a position 
to control the situation ; at the following Feast of Tabernacles, in the autumn of 
38, he was arrested and banished to Andros. The Jews, having obtained per- 
mission to lay their case before the Emperor, sent an embassy to Rome, probably 
in the late autumn or early winter of the same year.2. This was the embassy 
whose fortunes are so graphically described by Philo in his Legatio ad Gaium. 
Josephus® states that both sides sent an embassy, each consisting of three 
persons, Philo being at the head of the Jews and Apion being one, probably the 
leader, of the Alexandrines ; but Philo gives the number of the Jewish delegates 
as five ;* and on such a point his authority is conclusive. 

Philo unfortunately, in the present state of his work, gives no information as 
to the ultimate issue, but the account in Josephus shows that the Jews got no 
satisfaction. Of events in Alexandria between the date of the embassy and the 
accession of Claudius we know nothing, but at that point we have a brief but 
valuable reference in Josephus (Azz., xix, 278): oraoidCeras d& Kard Tov abrov Xpévov 
‘lovdatwy ra mpds” EdAnvas él ris "Adekavopéwy Todews. TedevTHoOaVTOS yap To} Tatov 
70 ‘lovdaiwy Ovos ... dveOdppyoe kal év bros edws Hv. It is clear from this that 
the Jews were on this occasion the aggressors, Our letter adds a further detail. 
In 1, 96f. Claudius warns them pd? éerdyeodar 7) mpoolerbar amd Lupias }) Alybrrov 
katam)éorras ‘lovdatovs. The injunction could have point only if this had already 
occurred ; and since there can be no question of such a step being taken during 
the ordois under Gaius, which was sudden and unpremeditated, we are probably 
justified in concluding that the reference is to the events at the beginning of 


* Kho, iii, p. 407. Josephus’s reference is too brief to be set against Philo’s, 
Willrich’s prejudice is shown in his remarks about the arms. Had the Jews no opportunity 
to procure arms between the summer of 38 and the accession of Claudius in January, 41? 
That they had prepared for revenge may perhaps be inferred from the present letter ; 
see below. 

* See Willrich, AZo, iii, p. 410'; Bludau, p. 81 f, against Schiirer, who dates the em- 
bassy in the winter of a. p. 39-40. In favour of the earlier date is perhaps the present letter, 
which shows that on this occasion the two parties lost no time in laying their case before 
Claudius ; but this is not conclusive, since the primary objects of these embassies was to 
congratulate the new Emperor on his accession. 

® Ant., xviii, 257-9. 

* Leg., 46, 370 (M. 600). 
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Claudius’s reign. It may be assumed that the Jews, not merely from a desire 
for revenge but because they must have felt their position very insecure, had 
been making secret preparations for armed resistance, and they may conceivably 
have planned a rising even before the news of Gaius’s death reached them; but 
this is not a necessary supposition. If we suppose the news to have arrived at 
Alexandria by about the middle of February, this allows time for the Jews to 
send to their compatriots in Egypt and Syria, to be joined by them, to attack 
the Alexandrines, and for both parties to send embassies to Rome by the 
early summer. But they may equally well have risen on the first receipt of the 
news and have received assistance later, in the course of the perhaps protracted 
disturbances. 

The question arises whether Claudius is referring to this affair only or to the 
whole sequence of events, beginning with the massacre under Gaius. In favour 
of the first supposition is the word zdAw in 1. 78, which indicates a resumption 
of hostilities; but two other considerations make rather in favour of the latter 
supposition. Claudius says that he does not know which side was responsible 
for the ordois. As, on Josephus’s own showing, the Jews were the aggressors 
in the affair under Claudius, this suggests that the reference is not merely 
to this, but to the state of hostility which had no doubt continued ever since 
A.D. 38. Again, reprimanding the Jews for sending a separate embassy, ‘as 
if they lived in two cities’, he adds, ‘a thing such as never occurred before 
now’. He must have known of Philo’s embassy, not three years earlier; but the 
clause has a justification if he was thinking of the whole series of events. It 
might perhaps be suggested, indeed, that the delegation sent in 38-9 had 
remained in Rome ever since; but against this must be set the fact that the 
Alexandrian embassy which inspired the present letter was certainly distinct 
from that sent to Gaius. The delegates numbered eleven (I. 19, n.), whereas 
Josephus gives the number on the previous occasion as three, and the name of 
Apion does not appear among them; moreover, they were clearly sent primarily 
to congratulate Claudius on his accession. It is not possible to suppose that the 
Jews omitted to send a counter-embassy, especially if a ordovs, in which they 
had been the aggressors, had just occurred. 

If s4\w does make it necessary to prefer the first supposition (and of course 
we do not know that the outbreak under Gaius was the first) we can only suppose 
that the guilt of the Jews in the new disturbance was not so clear to Claudius as 
to Josephus’s authority; and the statement as to the embassy must be taken 
loosely, as referring to the whole period, whereas tév radu apéauever refers only 
to the recent outbreak. 

Claudius, in reply to the representations of both parties, assumes an attitude 


" For the speed of communication in the Roman Empire see, e. g., Wilcken, Z. d, Sav.- 
St, xlii, pp. 146-7. He allows for the journey from Rome to Alexandria 9-10 days 
‘unter den allergiinstigsten Umstanden’, by the sea-route. Every effort would doubtless 
be made to send speedy news of Claudius’s accession to so important a province as Egypt, 
but it occurred in January, and though the sea-route was used even in winter (W. Riepl, 
Das Nachrichtenwesen des Aliertums, 1913, p. 2253; to his references may be added Philo, 
Leg., 29, 190, M. 573) we should allow at least a fortnight and probably more for the 
journey at that season. 
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of strict impartiality. He reprimands, in measured terms, the intolerance of the 
Alexandrines towards their Jewish neighbours, and confirms all the privileges of 
the latter ; but on the other hand he refuses to enlarge these privileges and, if the 
Jews continue to cause disturbances, threatens them with punishment in language 
of unexpected sharpness. It is clear that the Alexandrines had no right to 
accuse him of unfair preference for the Jews; and if, in the well-known ‘ Isidorus 
Acta’, he appears, like other Emperors, in a rdle distinctly hostile to the 
Alexandrian envoys, we are probably justified in concluding that he regarded 
the Greeks as more to blame than the Jews.! 

This brings us, in conclusion, to the problem of the date of the Acta referred 
to, They are contained on a papyrus preserved partly at Berlin (BGU. 511) and 
partly at Cairo (P. Cairo 10448). The whole text, which is one of the most 
interesting examples of the Alexandrian propagandist literature known as 
‘Heathen Acts of the Martyrs’, was re-edited in an improved form by Wilcken 
in his Antisemitismus, pp. 800-6, and again as Chrest.14. The papyrus contains 
a record of a trial by the Emperor Claudius of a suit, arising out of an anti- 
Semitic ordovs, brought by Isidorus, the gymnasiarch of Alexandria, against 
King Agrippa. It was earlier inferred from one passage that a rival Jewish 
deputation was present, but Wilcken’s revised text removes the necessity for the 
assumption, though on other grounds it is likely enough that a Jewish embassy 
would figure in the case. 

Wilcken originally concluded, from the presence of the Empress and from 
the fact that the sitting took place, according to his restoration, in the Lucullian 
Gardens (which did not pass into the Imperial possession before about 47-8), 
that the date was 53;% hence the Jewish king was Agrippa II. Reinach, how- 
ever, pointing out that Lepou:|Avavoits could be read as easily as Aovkova |Acavols, 
and that close relations with Alexandria are attested for Agrippa I but not for 
Agrippa II, preferred a date in Claudius’s first year, i.e. in 41.2 Wilcken, how- 
ever, still adheres to his former view, and the question can now be reconsidered 
in the light of the present letter. 

At first sight our letter would seem to strengthen Reinach’s case. We now 
have evidence, additional to that of Josephus, for anti-Semitic disturbances at the 
beginning of Claudius’s reign, and, what is more important, evidence that Jews of 
Syria were concerned in them. What more natural than that Agrippa should 
have intervened to assist the community he had helped in the past ; or that, if he 
did not, the Alexandrines should suspect his agency in the arrival of Syrian Jews 
at Alexandria? A chronological argument may also be invoked. The first day 
of the session recorded in Chres¢. 14 was Pachon 5 (= April 30). The proclama- 
tion of Rectus ordering the exhibition of the present letter was dated Neos 
Sebastos 14 (= Nov. 10). This suits very well with the supposition that the 
case on which Claudius here writes to the Alexandrines was decided in May. 

A moment’s reflection will, however, show the improbability of this sugges- 


* That he was not in general unfairly partial to the Jews is shown by his expulsion of 
them from Rome (Suetonius, 25 ; Ac/s, xviii, 2; cf. Dio, Ix, 6, 6). 

* Hermes, Xxx, p. 489. 

§ Rev. d. ét. juives, xxxiv, pp. 296-8. 
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tion. In Col. i of the ‘Isidorus Acta’ the ‘ambassadors (apéoBes) of the 
Alexandrines’ are referred to; and it is to be presumed that the Isidorus and 
Lampon who occur in Cols. ii and iii were among them; yet neither name 
appears among the ambassadors mentioned in the present letter. It might 
indeed be suggested that the delegates sent to Gaius had remained in Rome con- 
tinuously since then, that Isidorus and Lampon were two of their number, and 
that the embassy mentioned in the present letter was quite distinct; or that 
(since Isidorus is described as gymnasiarch, not ex-gymnasiarch, and could there- 
fore hardly have been in Rome continuously since 38-9) two embassies, one to 
congratulate Claudius on his accession and one to conduct the case against 
Agrippa, were sent in 41; or, lastly, that the mpécBews of Col. i are those of 
the present letter and that Isidorus and Lampon are not to be regarded as 
mpeoBes.' Any one of these explanations is possible, though none is likely ; but 
there is a further consideration, which seems decisive. In the Berlin-Cairo 
papyrus Isidorus (gymnasiarch of Alexandria!) and Lampon are condemned to 
death ; and P. Oxy. 33 (= Wilcken, Chrest. 20), iv, 5 f., shows that the sentence 
was actually carried out. Is it conceivable that within a few weeks of the 
execution of one of the highest municipal magistrates,? in consequence of an 
adverse decision in a case between the city and Agrippa concerning anti-Jewish 
disorders, Claudius should be writing to Alexandria in friendly terms, should 
make no allusion to an event so calculated to excite the citizens to bitter resent- 
ment, and should even say that he did not know on which side rested the guilt 
of the disturbances? The improbability is so overwhelming as to outweigh all 
the arguments on the other side. Moreover, the considerations adduced by 
Wilcken still hold good. We know that the Lucullian Gardens were not in 
Imperial possession in 41; we at least do not know that the Servilian were. We 
know that the réle played in the Berlin-Cairo papyrus by the Empress suits 
Agrippina® but not Messalina ;* and, finally, though we have no such record of 
relations between Agrippa II and Alexandria as we have concerning Agrippa I, 
yet we know from Josephus that he had influence with Agrippina, which he used 
in favour of the Jews.” When we remember, finally, that in the present letter 
Claudius threatens, in case of further disturbances, to show ‘what a benevolent 
prince can be when turned to just indignation’, and that, on the other hand, he 
confirmed the Jews in all their privileges and restored that liberty of worship 


* Against this, however, is the occurrence, in a mutilated passage of Col. iii, of the word 
mpeo Bea. 

* Against the older view that the gymnasiarch stood at the head of the municipal 
magistrates see Grenfell and Hunt’s note on P. Oxy. xii, 1412, 1-3. They incline to place 
the gymnasiarch fourth, the hypomnematographus, archidicastes, and presbeutes being the 
first three. 

* Tacitus, Anm., xii, 37 : ‘ Atque illi. . . Agrippinam quoque, haud procul alio suggestu 
conspicuam, isdem, quibus principem, laudibus gratibusque venerati sunt. Movwm sane ef 
morvbus velerum insolitum, feminam signis Romanis praesidere : ipsa semet parti a maioribus 
suis imperii sociam ferebat’; Dio, lx, 33, 7: 7 dé *Aypummiva cal Snpooia moAddKs aiT@ Kal 
Xenparigovrs kai mpeaPeias dkpowperp mapay, emt Bjparos Wdiov Kabnuévn. Kaliy kal TOOT 0 OvdEVOS 
éhattov Géapa. 

* Note that both Tacitus and Dio emphasize the novelty of the practice. 

Josephus, Av/., xx, 135. 
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disturbed under Gaius, we can well understand that the Alexandrines may later 
have renewed their anti-Jewish atrocities and that on that occasion Claudius 
showed less hesitation in apportioning the blame. 


5. Lhe character and policy of Claudius. 


Apart from its evidence on the matters already discussed, the letter is of 
considerable interest for the light which it throws on the personality of Claudius 
and the character of his government. Before, however, we can consider it from 
this point of view, it is necessary to inquire how far it can be regarded as his 
work. The general efficiency of his administration, which, despite certain abuses, 
due to the greed and corruption of Messalina and the freedmen,! cannot be dis- 
puted, is frequently attributed, at least in part, to the influence of the latter 
rather than to Claudius himself; but on the other hand it is certain that he took 
an active part in the details of government, particularly in the administration of 
justice* and in the duties of the censor’s office,? and the general lines of policy 
are so much in agreement with all we know of his personality and point of view 
as to make it difficult to suppose that he was not largely responsible. The pre- 
sent letter can therefore hardly fail to be the result of his personal intervention. 
It was addressed to the second city of the Empire; it concerned, among other 
matters, a vote of divine honours to himself and the feuds of the Greeks and 
Jews, two questions in which he was specially concerned, and the request of the 
Alexandrines for a senate, an important point of state policy ; and the second of 
these questions involved something in the matter of a judicial decision, always 
very attractive to Claudius. 

It may, therefore, be regarded as certain that Claudius was himself directly 
responsible for the decisions here announced, though he may doubtless have taken 
advice ; but it does not therefore follow that the actual wording of the letter can 
be attributed to him. A grzorz, it seems improbable that he himself wrote out 
the rough draft and not likely that he dictated it, nor does it show any of that in- 
consequence and irrelevant pedantry which distinguished him, and which are so 
apparent in his famous speech on the grant of the zs honorum to the Gauls.* 
On the other hand there are some very characteristic touches. The wording of 
his reference to the testimony of Germanicus,° the personal note in his acceptance 
of honours,° the appeal to antiquity to support his refusal of an dpyvepeds and 
temples,’ the tone of his exhortations to the Alexandrines and Jews,’ and lastly 
the sudden and unexpected outburst against the latter °—all these passages seem 
clearly to betray the hand of Claudius himself rather than of an amanuensis ; and 


Cierevon Dio, Lx 8x4, 

Suetonius, 14; Dio, lx, 4, 3f, 5,7; Seneca, Apoc., 7, 4f., 12, 2, vv. 43-5. 
Suetonius, 16, Cf. Tacitus, Amm., xi, 13. 

Dessau, 212. 

]. 25 f., dy etva rd reAevraioy eimar mapels Ta dAXa KTA, 

], 29, kairep ovK dy mpos ra Tovatra pardios. 


ll. 50-1. * Il. 79-82. * Il. g8—-100., 


Aen ££ © wD 


22 CLAUDIUS TO THE ALEXANDRINES [1912] 


we are probably justified in concluding that the letter represents in all points the 
personal decisions of the Emperor, that it was drafted in accordance with definite 
instructions from him, and that he may very likely have introduced, either into 
the original draft or at a later stage, certain interpolations of his own. 

The character of Claudius was a curious mixture, and included traits which 
made him, alike to contemporaries and to posterity, somewhat of a ‘figure of 
fun’; but it is clear that his natural endowment, till illness and neglect had 
adversely affected him, was good, and to the end one must recognize in him 
a solid base of character and commonsense. His intentions as Emperor were 
unquestionably good, and his reign showed none of those aberrations or that pro- 
gress towards megalomania which have made the names of Caligula and Nero 
infamous. That he was pedantic, timid, wanting in consistency and concentra- 
tion, with little self-control, must be admitted ; but W. Weber goes too far in 
calling him merely ‘schwachsinnig’* The present letter brings evidence of 
some value on this point. For the actual arrangement of the matter, which is 
clear and logical enough, Claudius himself may not have been responsible, but 
the decisions themselves, which, as we have seen, there is every reason for 
attributing to him, betray no trace whatever of any weakness of intellect. On 
the question of the honours voted him he shows on the whole? a consistent and, 
what is more, a reasonable point of view, obviously disliking such honours, yet 
careful not to offend the Alexandrines by adopting a too unaccommodating 
attitude. His decisions on the requests made to him are reasonable and well- 
grounded ; in regard to the senate in particular he shows a statesmanlike caution, 
neither acceding to the request nor rebuffing the petitioners by a definite refusal. 
Finally, on the question of the Jews he holds the scales even between the two 
parties and preserves throughout a perfectly judicial attitude. From this letter 
one would never suspect that Claudius was ‘ weak-minded ’. 

The letter is of importance, however, not only from the point of view of 
Claudius’s character but also from that of his public policy. As already said 
(above, p. 6), Kornemann regards Claudius as returning in many respects to the 
Hellenistic monarchy of Julius Caesar, in reaction against the policy of Augustus 
and Tiberius, but there is nothing in our letter to confirm this. Julius himself 
and Gaius, who did, in his unbalanced way, return to the Hellenistic monarchy, 
are never referred to, and it is to Augustus that Claudius appeals when he finds 
it necessary to rely on precedent. Moreover, his whole attitude is rather that of — 
Augustus and Tiberius than that of the Hellenistic sovereigns. At the beginning 
of his reign certainly he was a Roman grinceps, not a Hellenistic BactAev’s ; and 
it seems very doubtful whether in essentials he abandoned that standpoint at 
a later time. That his reign did mark an epoch in the history of the principate, 
that, for example, the development of the secretariat, under the Imperial freed- 
men, into great offices of state* was a notable step forwards in the direction of 
autocracy—these and similar facts cannot be disputed ; but developments of this 


1 Hermes, |, 59'. 

* For a possible exception see above, p. 6. 

* Note that he twice (ll. 58, 81) uses the word nyenav (= prenceps); cf. too 1. 54. 
* See, e.g., Hirschfeld, Verwaltungsbeamten, 472 fi. 
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kind were inevitable if the principate was to function satisfactorily at all, and such 
administrative evolution cannot fairly be taken as marking any break, in principle, 
with the policy of Augustus. 
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17. 1, Aewvidov. 18. 3a38ievos: first 8 corr. from p. 1g. eppaoxos corr. from 
€ppatkos. 20. |. of. 21. 1. pe(?), tpas. 22. e etote: Hunt; |. tore. First € 
of reraycevperny corr., perhaps from o. 23. J. elxere. € Of vmapxovres corr. from a. 
24. |. yropimov, eEaipéras. 25. 1. onovdacGévres (first o corr. from 7), ta. 26. |. ciza, 
péytoTos. 27. Kaioap: Hunt. 28. Second ¢ of mpocedeEauny corr. from a. 1. spor. 


29. The deleted p is smeared and blotted; probably the scribe, after writing it, dropped 
a blot of ink on the papyrus, and for that reason deleted the p and began the word afresh. 
]. mp@ra. 30. 1. div, emirpera, yeveOdiay, mpoeipnade. 31. |. 8€ éxagraxod ; the scribe, 
having written exaracraxov, intended to insert a o before the first r and delete aor, but 
he inadvertently inserted it before the second + and overlooked the preceding ras. 
32. 1. moujcacOa ovyxepS, dpa. 33. pyqpeia: Or perhaps pvepea (s2¢). l. tperépas. 
34. 1. Bpicacba eorovddoare. Second av of avdpiavrey corr. 36. mpovedetnapy| oer : Milne ; 
l. mpocehtr. The o following is inserted above the line, and beneath it (probably not part of 
ev) is a character which has perhaps, but not certainly, been deleted. 37- L doprixwrepos, 
eri. ‘Pepys avareOnoerar: Milne. 38. 1. éra@vipors. 39. lL. cupwourevero. The « of the 
deleted xa: av is not itself deleted, the deleting strokes beginning at a, and possibly xaira« is 
to be read; but the following «ai seems to make a xai before air@ unnecessary. 40. |. Sou- 
dee. Al. mpoo|t|épevor : Milne. 1. ryzas (a perhaps corr.), katadeifat. 42. adoq-TE; 
]. 6é. 43. 1. ipiv emirpéra, BotAcoGe, Otiurpaciov MoANavos. The a of SovAeo@a re-written. 
44. de corr. from te. 45. 1. dgidpioa (first « corr. from v), BowheoEe. 46. |. ovy- 
x@pe. 49. |. maparrotpar, avéparas. 50. First o of povors perhaps corr. cee 
e£aipera, 53. |. ywaoko, epnBevedcr aypr. 54. |. ayepovias BéSaov s&agviacre. 
cae 


55. 1. wodtretav, trpios, pirarOparors. 56. 1. waar. S0vAev: Milne. 57- ebnBef. ..--]. 
The deleted letters do not seem to begin with x, hence xores was not the original ending, 
and ovres is not very likely. 1. SowAopat. 58. 1. dpiv. 60. 1. vewxdpous, 61. 1. «Anperots, 
BovAopat, of, Kavarar, 62. J. modXurexas. 63. 1. rpeereis. MS. mavepod_v]xadas. 
64. 1. Soxeire, of, PdBar. 4 yap (ap)yovres : Hunt. 65. 1. tuiv xpoce yoovrat. Toy ev: 
Hunt. 67. 1. ipiv, Exo. 08. 1. etyere. 69. |. sparov. vv Of cuveroe corr. from & 
70. 1. mpdypact. Third e of auAdex corr. from ¢; the « adscript perhaps a later insertion. 
71. 1. dnddca, te, cvvictacéat. 72. 1. dé. o Of cuvayew corr. from « 75. 1. dyerépor. 
76. 1. @idtorynberror. 77. 1. e&eNeyEau. 78. |. wadw. 79. 1. mpocayopet@, xaramavanre. 
t Of 6d€@proy corr. from o (?). Sr. 1. detéae oiov, PravOparos. 82. 1. dtapapripopar wa. 
83. 1. Gitaréparas rpocpeperrat. 84. 1. modu, oixodar. 85. o of @pyexeay corr. from « 
86. 1. Avpaivevrat. 87. 1. ois, eyo. 88. 1. “Tovdatois. 8g. L. xekevo, rARe. 
go. |. duct médcow. g2. |. 6, émpaxén. 93. L. ayaa. 94. |. oixeta awoXavovras. 
g5- Second a and rev of azayter corr. ; perhaps aravoy was first written. 96. 1. rpecier Gat. 
98. 1. dvayxacénoopat. 6 of de corr. from p. 100. |. rieva. 102. L @aarépemuas. 
103. 1. éyé, dvardre ; the scribe wrote avatera:, corrected the but overlooked the e (Hunt). 
7 : 1, perhaps r#s, but see the commentary. 104. 1. oixeias quiy (c corr. frome). 4 of 
urapxovons corr. from a. 105. 1. éraipax (so in]. 108) paprupe. 106. L. onary, GecAortpia. 
107. 1. rov dydva, xéxpyrat ([qre] is read for reasons of space). 109. 1. "Eppeacde. 
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TRANSLATION 
A. THE PREFECT’S PROCLAMATION. 


Proclamation by L. Aemilius Rectus: Since the whole populace was unable, 
owing to its numbers, to be present at the reading of the most sacred and most 
gracious letter to the city, I have deemed it necessary to display it publicly, in 
order that reading it individually you may admire the majesty of our god Caesar 
and show your gratitude for his goodwill towards the city. Year 2 of Tiberius 
Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus Imperator, 14th Neos Sebastos. 


B. THE EMPEROR’S LETTER. 


I. The Address. 


(1) Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus Imperator, Pontifex 
Maximus, holder of the Tribunician Power, consul designate, to the city of the 
Alexandrines, greeting. 


ie 9G he Preamble. 


(2) Ti. Claudius Barbillus, Apollonius son of Artemidorus, Chaeremon son 
of Leonides, M. Julius Asclepiades, C. Julius Dionysius, Ti. Claudius Phanias, 
Pasion son of Potamon, Dionysius son of Sabbion, Ti. Claudius Apollonius son 
of Ariston, C. Julius Apollonius, and Hermaiscus son of Apollonius, your 
ambassadors, having delivered to me the decree, discoursed at length concerning 
the city, directing my attention to the goodwill towards you which for many 
years past, you know, you have found stored up in me ; for you are by disposi- 
tion loyal to the Augusti, as is manifest to me by many tokens, and in particular 
have shown and received many good offices in relation to my house, of which (to 
mention but the last instance, disregarding the others) my brother Germanicus 
Caesar is the supreme exemplar, addressing you more frankly, by word of mouth. 
Hence I gladly received the honours given me by you, though I am not partial 
. to such things. 


Ill. The Honours Voted. 


(3) In the first place I permit you to keep my birthday as a Dies Augusta 
in the manner stated in your own proclamation. 

(4) I agree to the erection by you in the places specified of the statues of 
myself and the members of my family ; for I see that you have been zealous to 
establish on every side memorials of your loyalty towards my house. 

(5) Of the two golden statues, that of the Pax Augusta Claudiana made at 
the suggestion and earnest entreaties of my very good friend Barbillus was 
refused by me as it appears too offensive, and is to be dedicated to Roma ; the 
other shall have a place in your processions in the manner you think best on 
name-days ; and with it let there be also a throne adorned with whatever decora- 
tion you wish. 

(6) It would perhaps be foolish, while accepting so great honours to refuse to 
introduce a Claudian tribe and sanction sacred precincts for each nome of Egypt ; 
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wherefore I permit you both to take these measures, and, if you wish, to set up 
also the equestrian statues of Vitrasius Pollio my procurator. 

(7) To the erection of four-horse chariots which you desire to establish in 
my honour at the entrances into the country I give my consent; one to be at 
the place called Taposiris in Libya, one at Pharos in Alexandria, the third at 
Pelusium in Egypt. 

(8) I deprecate, however, the appointment of a high-priest to me and the 
erection of temples, for I do not wish to be offensive to my contemporaries, and 
I hold that sacred fanes and the like have by all ages been attributed only to the 
gods as peculiar honours. 


IV. Zhe Favours Asked. 


(9) Concerning the requests which you are anxious that I should grant 
I decide as follows: To all who have become ephebi down to my principate 
I secure and confirm the Alexandrian citizenship with all the privileges and 
amenities enjoyed by the city except only to such as may have intruded them- 
selves among you and contrived, though born of servile mothers, to become 
ephebi; and no less is it my will that all those favours shall be confirmed which 
were granted you by my predecessors in the principate and by kings and prefects, 
as Divus Augustus also confirmed them. 

(10) It is my will that the zeocort of the temple of Divus Augustus at Alex- 
andria shall be chosen by lot in the same way as those of the same Divus 
Augustus at Canopus are chosen by lot. 

(t1) In your plan for making the municipal magistracies triennial you 
seem to me to have shown great wisdom ; for the magistrates, through fear of the 
account which they will have to render for any delinquencies, will behave with 
greater circumspection during their term of office. 

(12) As to the question of the senate, what was your custom under your 
former kings I cannot say, but that you had not a senate under the Augusti who 
have preceded me you know well. Since therefore this is a new proposal now 
first mooted and it is uncertain whether it will be to the advantage of the city 
and of my own interests, I have written to Aemilius Rectus to hold an inquiry 
and to inform me both whether the order should be constituted and, if this 
should be decided on, in what way it is to be formed. 


V. The Fewish Question. 


(13) As to the question which of you were responsible for the riot and feud 
(or rather, if the truth must be told, the war) against the Jews, I was unwilling to 
commit myself to a decided judgement, though your ambassadors, and particu- 
larly Dionysius son of Theon, pleaded your cause with much zeal in confrontation 
(with their opponents), and I must reserve for myself an unyielding indigna- 
tion against whoever caused this renewed outbreak ; but I tell you plainly that 
if you do not desist from this baneful and obstinate mutual hostility I shall per- 
force be compelled to show what a benevolent prince can be when turned to just 
indignation. (14) Wherefore I conjure you yet once again that, on the one side, 
the Alexandrines show themselves forbearing and kindly towards the Jews who 
for many years have dwelt in the same city, and offer no outrage to them in the 
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exercise of their traditional worship but permit them to observe their customs as 
in the time of Divus Augustus, which customs I also, after hearing both sides, 
have confirmed ; and, on the other side, I bid the Jews not to busy themselves 
about anything beyond what they have held hitherto, and not henceforth, as 
if you and they lived in two cities, to send two embassies—a thing such as never 
occurred before now—nor to strive in gymnasiarchic or cosmetic games, but 
to profit by what they possess, and enjoy in a city not their own an abundance 
of all good things ; and not to introduce or invite Jews who sail down to Alex- 
andria from Syria or Egypt, thus compelling me to conceive the greater 
suspicion ; otherwise I will by all means take vengeance on them as fomenting 
a general plague for the whole world. (15) If, desisting on both sides from 
these proceedings, you are willing to live with mutual forbearance and kindliness, 
I on my side will continue to display the time-honoured solicitude for the 
interests of the city, with which my family has a traditional friendship. 


VI. Conclusion. 

(16) I testify to the constant zeal for your interests with which on this 
occasion also my friend Barbillus has exerted himself to further your cause before 
me, as also to that of my friend Ti. Claudius Archibius. Farewell. 

1. For L. Aemilius Rectus see Dittenberger, Or. Gr. Luscr., ii, p. 372 f., Cantarelli, 
p. 24. 

6. exdeiva: i.e., the Latin proponere ; this is a case of proposzizo, but not in the technical 
sense as applied to subscriptrones ; see above, p. 4. 

8. peyadidrnra: the original looks more like -Aioryra. 

gy 18: the «is written over the beginning of the 6 or vice versa. Perhaps therefore 
one figure is corrected to the other. 

14f. Claudius at first declined the title Pater Patriae, which he assumed only between 
the 6th and the 12th of January, a.p. 42 (Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, iii, 2787). 

16, TiBepios KAavdvos BapBiddAos : the name, granting a confusion of + and 7, which 
is likely enough in an Egyptian scribe, is that of Ti. Claudius Balbillus, the prefect under 
Nero (Tacitus, Avz., xiii, 22; Pliny, V. #7., xix, 1, 3; Seneca, Quaest. Vat., iv, 2, 13), who 
was very likely of eastern origin (Cantarelli, p. 30 f.) ; but it is not probable that the prefect 
had any connexion with Alexandria, and more likely the name is the known Bdp®uANos, for 
which see Preisigke, Mamenbuch. The ambassador may conceivably be the astrologer 
spoken of by Dio (xvi, 9, 2) as one Of rois dpioras avray (dorpoddyor) and employed by 
Vespasian, who is also mentioned by Suetonius, Vero, 36. He was clearly a man of some 
standing (note that Claudius speaks of our Barbillus (1. 105) as rau éuéx ér(ai)pax; cf. too |. 36) ; 
but there is no evidence that he was a Roman citizen, and the only locality with which we 
have authority for connecting him is Ephesus (Dio, 2. c.). 

"AroAdaus “Apreudopov: the name is too common to justify us in identifying this man 
with the ’AmoAA@rids tes Alyintvos mentioned by Dio (lix, 29, 4), though the date suits. The 
‘ Apollonius Graecus’ mentioned as a rhetorician by Seneca, Con/rov., 7, 4, 3, is of course 

too early. 

17. Xatpypov Aeovidov: here at least we certainly meet with a known person, viz. the 
Xatphpwr 6 pirdaopos (Suidas, s. v. Avovdaros ’AdeLavdpeds, ed. Bernhardy, 1394), for whom see 
Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, s. v. Chairemon 7 (iii, 2025-7). We do not, indeed, know the name 
of that Chaeremon’s father, but he was an Alexandrine, a man of great distinction and with 
Imperial connexions (he was a teacher of Nero, Suidas, s.v. ’Adégavdpos Aiyaios, Bernhardy, 
204), and the date suits perfectly. Moreover he was hostile to the Jews, and Josephus, 
¢c. Ap., i, 288-303, replies at some length to his Atyumrcakn icropia. 

Mapxos “IotAtos “AokAnmiddns: probably, as Prof. Rostovtzeff points out, the Julius 
Asclepiades, ¢iAdcogos, of P. Fay. 82 and 87. 

Tduos “lovdwos Atovdar(s): no doubt the person alluded to by Philo, x #7, 4, 20 
(M. 520), Acovtoroe Snuoxdroe xrh.; he is apparently mentioned below (1. 76; see |. 20, n.) 
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as the chief exponent of the Alexandrian case against the Jews. Among the ambassadors 
of P. Oxy. x, 1242 (a mission apparently sent about a. D. 112, certainly not later than 114 and 
probably not before 111 ; see W. Weber, Hermes,\, 1915, 80) are a Dionysius and a Theon ; 
the latter, but not the former, recurs in the ‘ Paulus and Antoninus Ac/a’ (early Hadrian), 
and in C.1.G. 4734 (= Dittenberger, Or. Gr. Inscr., ii, 682; I.G Rom. i, 1196), an 
inscription probably written in a. p. 130 (Letronne, La Séatue vocale de Memnon, p. 181 ; 
so too Otto, Priester und Tempel, i, p. 197; see however C.I.G, iii, p. 1203, col. 2), we 
have Tdos “IovAcos Avovyiavos apyidicaorns, O¢@vos apxiikaaTov vos Kat matnp. In P. Oxy. Inge 
verso, iv, 6 a Theon is named among the Alexandrian ‘ martyrs’ ; and finally in P. Oxy. ii, 
268, 1 (A.D. 58) we have a gan dpyedcxalor|j. The father of our Dionysius, assuming his 
identity with the man named in |. 76, was Theon. The names Theon and Dionysius were 
of course common, but in view of the practice, so frequent in Egypt, by which a son was 
given his grandfather’s name, it is very tempting to connect these various people, all proba- 
bly belonging to the high Alexandrian aristocracy and several of them known to have 
occupied important official positions. Weber (Hermes, 1, 49 f.) identifies the Dionysius 
of Oxy. 1242 with the Avoviotos ’AXeEavdpeds of Suidas, described as pupil and successor of 
Chaeremon, whom we here find associated with our C. Julius Dionysius. Otto (/. ¢.) raises 
the question whether the archidicastes of a. p. 58 was the father of the Dionysius of C. I. G. 
41734, who describes himself as son of a Theon, dpy:dicaorns. This seems improbable, even 
assuming, with Otto, that Theon became archidicastes when very young and the younger 
Dionysius when very old. It does, however, seem not unlikely, if our C. Julius Dionysius 
was the son of a Theon, that the Theon of a. p. 58 was his son and the Dionysius of Oxy. 
1242 his grandson. Weber is no doubt right in regarding the last-named as an old man 
(‘ er muss ein Siebziger gewesen sein’); and if we assume him to have been, say, 78, he may 
have had a son already in middle life, himself with an adult son. Hence the Theon 
of Oxy. 1242 and of the ‘ Paulus and Antoninus Ac/a’ may be the son of this Dionysius, 
who, since he took part in the embassy under Trajan but not in that under Hadrian, very 
likely died in the interval. A Julius Theon, ex-archidicastes and actual hypomnemato- 
graphus, occurs in P. Tebt. ii, 286 = Mitteis, Chrest. 83 (after a. p. 121) and is no doubt to 
be identified with the father of the Dionysius of C. I. G. 4734, perhaps with the Theon of Oxy. 
1242 and of the ‘ Paulus and Antoninus Acéa’. There is a chronological difficulty in this, if 
we take C.1.G. 4734 literally as meaning that Dionysius’s son was archidicastes ; but as 
Otto points out (i, p. 197), this is not absolutely necessary ; the wording of the inscription 
may be loose and inexact. Perhaps, however, the last Theon may have become archi- 
dicastes very young; we do not know that this was impossible. Hence the following 
(of course quite conjectural) genealogy may be constructed :—Theon—C. Julius Dionysius, 
envoy in A.D. 41—Theon, archidicastes in a.p. 58—Dionysius, pupil and successor of 
Chaeremon, envoy, as an old man, crc. a. D. 112—Julius Theon, envoy with his father 
circ. 112 and without him at the beginning of Hadrian’s reign, archidicastes at an unknown 
date—C. Julius Dionysius, archidicastes in a. D. 130—Theon, possibly archidicastes before 
that date. An objection to these identifications is the absence of the Roman gentile name 
in several cases, e. g. in Oxy. 1242 and Oxy. 268; but a comparison of ll. 17 and 76 of the 
present letter suggests that the usage was negligent, even in an official document ; and see 
too the remarks of Otto, Przester und Tempel, i, 34, 1984, 199; Koschaker, Z. d. Sav.-Si,, 
Xxvili, 258 f. Oxy. 1242 was not itself official, though probably based on the official Ac/a, 
while Oxy. 268 is a copy only. 

18. Sa8Biovos: hardly anything of the o remains, but the reading is very probable. 
SauBiov and Sa8Biov are doubtless variant forms of the same name; for the second see 
Josephus, An/., xv, 47; C.I. G. add. 2113 c (Tauric Chersonese) ; for the first C. I. G. 
2130, 57 (Anapa in Circassia) ; I. G. Rom, i, 920 (Tanais). It should be Semitic, and though 
not found in Preisigke, Mamenbuch, isno doubt connected with the common Sap8as, which 
again may be related to the names Sau8abaios, &c, (Vamenbuch, col. 524). There is, however, 
no reason to suppose that it was specially Jewish or that Dionysius was of Jewish ancestry. 

19. TiBepios ... Apiorovos: it is a little difficult to decide whether we have here one 
person or two. To place a comma after KAavé&s, involves leaving Ti. Claudius without a 
cognomen, which is improbable in an official document at this period; on the other hand 
it is contrary to precedent to give the patronymic of a Roman citizen at the end of the name 
like this, Possibly a cognomen has been omitted by the careless scribe; but it may 
be merely that, the name Apollonius being common, there was another Ti. Claudius Apol- 
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Jonius at Alexandria, and the father’s name is inserted to prevent confusion. The position 
of ’Apiorovos may be due to the translator. 

19 f. “Eppaickos ’ArohAwviov: in Oxy. 1242, col, iii, occurs a man of this name, who, 
as he was evidently of distinguished birth (l. 44 f.: “Eppaioxe, adOddws droxpetvy meroibas 7a 
geavrod ever), may well be the son or, better, the grandson of the present envoy. 

20. 0 mpeoBers ipoy: on the use of this form as against mpeoSevrai see Lafoscade, 
De episiulis, p. 90. The context naturally suggests that all the ambassadors have been 
named, and it is curious, therefore, that in 1. ro8 Claudius refers to Ti. Claudius Archibius 
as having rendered services to the Alexandrines in connexion with the embassy. We can 
only suppose that Archibius happened to be in Rome at the time and, being a persona grata 
with the Emperor (rai éyéx ér(at)[par], 1. 108), used his influence on behalf of the envoys. 
In 1. 76, indeed, Acovuciov rod Géar|o|s is mentioned ; but strange as it is that he should thus 
be referred to, it can hardly be doubted that this is the C. Julius Dionysius of 1. 17. 

vigiopa: a Wypiopa might be carried by any corporate body (see especially Wilcken, 
Chrest. 332, 23, n., and Partsch, Archiv, v, 454 f.; cf. the y7quopa of the Jews in honour of 
Gaius, Philo, Zz F/., 12, 97, M. 531), so that nothing can be gathered from this as to the 
machinery by which the Alexandrian wé\s expressed its mind. 

21. vmayopevot por d7\ov: Hunt prefers correcting po: to we and taking djAov as = dndadq 
to placing a comma after trayopevor and taking jor (for euol) d7dov as a parenthesis. Probably 
he is right, though the mistake po: for ye is unexpected ; Hunt suggests that the scribe was 
influenced by the o of imayouevor, Even so the sentence is a little awkward, and perhaps 
suggests translation from a somewhat intractable original. 

22. ¢.: difficult. ¢% could perhaps be read but is not good here, and [1] is also 
inappropriate, besides that there is no trace of any letter lost after that which follows the 
supposed «. There seems to be insufficient room for a letter of any size between » and ¢,so 
that def and xar-, which would give a sense, are not suitable. Very likely it is nothing 
more than «, inadvertently repeated at the beginning of |. 23. 

23-27. Since the Alexandrines were notoriously hostile to the Roman Empire and 
continually at loggerheads with the authorities (cf., e.g., Mommsen, Rim. Gesch., v, 582, 
Wilcken, Antisemitismus, p. 787; but note, on the other side, Philo, Zz F7., 4, 23, M. 520: 
7 mods ’AdeEavdpéwy eoriv, hy reriunke pev e€ apxns Gras 6 SeBacrds oikos), the first clause can be 
regarded only as a diplomatic misrepresentation of the facts, except in so far as eioeBeis 
mept tous Z<Baorovs may be taken to refer to the Imperial cult (cf. the vaod és eorw rod beod 
«Sacro of |. 60 f.), in which the Alexandrines had never been backward ; but the second is 
probably true enough. Germanicus, who appeared at Alexandria in Greek dress and, 
during a famine, opened the state granaries and distributed wheat to the citizens (Tacitus, 
Ann., ii, 59; cf. Josephus, c. AZ., ii, 63; see too Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, x, 454), was very 
popular there, and Gaius also seems to have had an affection for Alexandria, which he was 
intending to visit at the time of his assassination ; cf. Philo, Zeg., 43, 338 (M. 595): 
GXexros yap tis abtdv Epws xateixe THs "AAckavdpeias, cis fy éndber onovdy réon rapayevérbar Kai age 
képevos mAeiorov xpdvov évdiarrnOnvae xtA. ; Josephus, An+., xix, 81 : emi yap ’Aefavdpeias wape- 
oxevaoTo mheiv kata Gewpiay tis Aiy’nrov. For Germanicus in Egypt cf, Wilamowitz-Moellen- 
dorff, Sitzgsber. Pr. Akad., 1911, 816-21. It is to be remembered further that Claudius 
represented not only the Julio-Claudian house but that of Antony ; on this subject see the 
remarks of H, Willrich, Avo, iii, 99, 400. For Claudius’s piety towards his family see 
Suetonius, 11; Dio, lx, 5, 1-2. 

27. mpocayopevoas: the allusion seems to be to some definite speech or speeches 
delivered by Germanicus and apparently still on record. The word after Teppavixés was at 
first read xaizep, which made the clause a little strange. Hunt’s Kaigap (palaeographically 
equally possible) lessens but does not wholly remove the difficulty of ynowrépas. It can 
hardly mean ‘ more szmcere’, but perhaps, as Hunt remarks, the idea may be that words 
spoken face to face had more force than those merely written. The paraphrase adopted in 
the text (suggested by Mr. Gilson) perhaps best represents the sense. 

29. This is quite true; cf. Suetonius, 12; Dio, lx, 5, 3-4, 12, 5. For his attitude 
towards the erection of statues see especially the first passage of Dio: kai eixdva piav, kat 
TavTny apyupay, avdpiavras te dio xaxov Te Kai Aidov Wgiabevras ait@ ta mpHra eAaBe, pdraa yap 
mdvra Ta TotavTa dyadeyuarta eivac, Kal mpoceére mohAnY pev Cypiay wodvy O€ Kal Sxdov TH ye TOAEL TrapE- 
xew edeye. It has been suggested in the introduction (p. 4) that pads perhaps represents 
the Latin faczlis. 
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29 f. SeBaorjy xrrd.: for the jépar SeBaorai see Fr. Blumenthal, Archiv, v, 336-44. 
The birthday of Claudius was Aug. 1 (Suetonius, 2; Dio, 1x, 5, 3),and Blumenthal (p. 338) 
has pointed out, in Dittenberger, Or. Gr. Jnscr., ii, 663, 5 (A.D. 42, from Denderah), an 
instance of Pharmuthi 8 described as SeBacrq. The Imperial birthdays were celebrated 
monthly, not, as with us, annually ; hence Pharmuthi 8 points to Mesore 8, which = Aug. 1; 
i.e. the 8th day of the month was celebrated as the birthday of Claudius. Blumenthal 
(p. 343) holds that ‘die Eponymitatserklarungen’ were issued ‘von den staatlichen 
Behérden, vom praefectus oder vom Kultusminister’, but here the initiative clearly 
proceeded from the municipality, not only as to the celebration of the birthday but even 
as to the method of it (é» rpérov airoi mpoeipna(e); note the perfect), and we may make 
a similar assumption for Naucratis and Ptolemais. For Egypt as a whole it is difficult 
to see what single authority other than the Roman officials could take action, though 
the various woduredpara may probably enough have voted certain honours (cf. the wy¢iocpa 
of the Jews, Philo, /x 7., 12, 97), and we may suppose that the prefect or dpytepeds 
’Ade~avdpelas xai Alyimrov maons issued the necessary order; but the present evidence 
makes it likely that, in that case, the authorization of the observance for the whole country 
merely followed and completed, and did not-precede, the spontaneous local decrees. 

31. dvdpidvrov: on the use of this word (implying human honours) rather than a@yaAya 
(implying divinity) for the Imperial statues see Blumenthal, Archiv, v, 328. 

35. 6 pev KAavdvapys Eipnyns S<Bacrns yevd[ we vos : the last word. though largely restored, 
seems all but certain. For the Pax Augusta see Daremberg-Saglio, s.v. Pax, p. 363 ; 
J. Toutain, Les cultes patens dans I’ Empire romain, i, 422; G. Wissowa, Religion und 
Kultus der Rimer, p. 277 f.; V.Gardthausen, Augustus und seine Zett, i, 479-81, ii, 263-6 ; 
A. W. Van Buren, Journ. Rom. Stud., iii (1913), 138 f. Since the chief recommendation 
of the Roman Empire to the provincials was the peace and security which it brought 
one might expect that the cult of Pax Augusta would be very popular, but the extant dedica- 
tions are not specially numerous, either in the East or in the West. C.I. L. iii, Suppl. 
6983 (= Dessau, 5883), from Amastris in Pontus, is a bilingual dedication to Pax 
Augusta during the reign and in honour of Claudius: ‘Pro pace A[ug. i]n honorem Ti. 
Claudi Germanic|i Aulg. divi Aug.’ ; imp ris SeBalorys eipnuns eis] Thy reyuny TiBepidy Kavdiov 
Teppar[ixod SeBacrod |, 

37. €met ‘Pouns avareOnoera: the w is not altogether satisfactory but seems possible, 
especially as the papyrus is broken here, and eed is quite likely. If it is correct we have to 
suppose a blank space after doxeiv, but such spaces are not infrequent, particularly where 
there is a break in the sense, and dpvoupevov . . . Soxeiv may be regarded as a parenthesis. 
The cult of Roma or Dea Roma, whether alone or in combination with the Imperial cult, 
was widespread; see Daremberg-Saglio, s.v. Roma. Many dedications will be found in 
the indices to C. I. L., Dittenberger, Dessau, &c. For the association of geographical 
personifications with the cult of the Pax Augusta see A. W. Van Buren, Journ. Rom, Stud., 
iii, 134-41 (see, however, Rostovtzeff, Archaeologia, \xix, 1917-18, 207). 

38. 6 6€ erepos: it is regrettable that Claudius does not state what this other statue was. 
Since he has declined the Pax Augusta Claudiana 6a rd goprix()repos Soxeiy we cannot sup- 
pose it was a statue of his Genius or anything having a purely personal reference. An 
ingenious and very plausible suggestion has been put forward by Mr. J. G. Milne: that this 
statue was of Messalina, who on the reverse of the Alexandrian tetradrachms of Claudius in 
the years 2 to 6 figures, with two children, as Demeter (see figure, p. 37). As Mr. Milne 
observes, ‘if the Alexandrians had judiciously made a statue of her, Claudius would not 
have ventured to do anything except allow it to be honoured’. This seems on the whole 
the likeliest explanation. 

moumevoes kTA.: We may infer from this that a procession formed a'regular part of the 
celebrations on the jucpar SeBaorai. Processions were of course a constant feature of Greek 
religious festivals ; the most famous Alexandrian rouny was that of Philadelphus (Athen., v 
196aff.). 

39. Sippos: it is not certain whether this word here means a chariot or a seat. In the 
procession the former might be expected; but if that were intended the statue would pre- 
sumably be borne in the car (cf. Philo, Zeg., 20, 134, M. 565), which can hardly be the 
meaning of ovvmopmevéras «rd. Probably, therefore, we are to understand an elaborately 
worked chair or throne, perhaps a se//a curults ; possibly, however, a litter. 


, 
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40. joxnpévos: the same word in Philo, Zeg., 22, 151 (M. 568): réuevos... dace rois els 
moAvuTeA€aTarov KdoMOY noOKNMEVOY, 

41. puvdAny KAavdtavdy : no such tribe is known elsewhere, for in P. Lond. iii, 840, 2 (p. 169) 
the reading is not KAavéiavis 6 kai... dos, as suggested in the note ad loc., but KAavdials 
*AJOnvaidos (Preisigke, B.-L.) ; but a Sidokdavdios 6 kai ’ANGaevs, probably (from the deme- 
name) Alexandrian, is known from P. Amh, 85,1; 86, 1 of a.p. 78, and it may be that the 
Alexandrines adopted the name ¢vAokAavdws rather than KAavdiavds, as here suggested (but 
see Wilcken, Archiv, v, 183, who very plausibly refers this name to Nero). Our evidence 
for Alexandria is, however, so imperfect, that there may well have been a pvAi) KAavdvard not 
recorded in papyri. It is indeed possible that the tribe was named KAavévavd at this time, 
but that its name was changed to ®:AoxAavdios by or under Nero. For the Alexandrian 
tribe-names of the Roman period see Schubart, Archiv, v, 94f. The present passage, in 
which xaradifa: should go with dpyjcacba (hardly with mapeivac), seems to imply that the 
Emperor alone had power to modify the tribe organization, and therefore probably disproves 
Schubart’s conjecture (Avo, x, 56) that ‘die Demen- und Phylenordnung in Alexandrien 
selbstandiger Regelung durch die Stadt offen gestanden hatte’. 

42. Gon «rh, : this is a somewhat unexpected concession, and it is not clear to whom 
these groves were to be sacred. Hardly to Claudius, in view of ll. 35-7 above and 48-51 
below ? Possibly they were to be established, in his honour, as part of the cult of Divus 
Augustus and in connexion with the existing S<8acreia or with temples in which the Caesars 
were atvvaot. In support of this reference may be made to Philo, Zeg., 22, 151 (M. 568), 
which mentions, in connexion with the S<8aoreioy at Alexandria, réyevos edptrarov . . . dAcecr 
... noxnuévov, The Greek of our letter might mean either that an dAgos was to be planted 
for each nome (i. e. at Alexandria) or zz each nome. The former seems unlikely ; against 
the latter is the difficulty of supposing that the Alexandrines had either the wish or the 
authority to take such steps in the xopa. But in Il. 46-7 we find permission given for 
dedications at Taposiris and Pelusium, neither of which bad any special connexion with 
Alexandria, and the former was not even in Egypt proper at all, and Alexandrian citizens 
were widely scattered throughout Egypt ; moreover, the clause may be merely a loose way 
of authorizing the extension to the whole country of a concession made to Alexandria. 
2eB8acreia are known in only a few nomes (a list by Blumenthal in Archzv, v, 322), but it 
may be assumed that every nome had its official centre of the Caesar cult, either in a special 
SeBaoreioy or in some existing temple. For the importance and diffusion of sacred groves 
in antiquity see the article Zwcus in Daremberg-Saglio. An dAgos is known in the Fayum 
from the KdoreAdov “Adoous of P. Lond. iii, 1177, and the ésppos "Adgous of Lond. 948 = 
Mitteis, Chrest. 341. 

43. Overrpaciov Hedeiwvos: cf. Pliny, V. #., xxxvi, 57: ‘ Rubet porphyrites in eadem 
Aegypto ... Statuas ex eo Claudio Caesari procurator eius in urbem ex Aegypto advexit 
Vitrasius Pollio, non admodum probata novitate ; nemo certe postea imitatus est’. There 
has been some controversy as to whether this ‘ procurator’ is to be identified with the 
C. Vitrasius Pollio who was prefect of Egypt from a.p. 39 to 41 (Cantarelli, p. 27). The 
editors of the Prosop. Imp. Rom. (iii, p. 456) accept the identity, but Cantarelli (p. 27), 
following P. M. Meyer (Hermes, xxxii, 211), doubts it, and K. Fitzler (Steznbriiche, p. 967) 
definitely rejects it, suggesting (cf. too p. 126) that Pliny’s Pollio was procurator metallorum. 
The present passage, in Prof. Rostovtzeff’s opinion, despite the use of the word émirpomos 
(procurator), makes against this, for the procurator metallorum was hardly a person of 
sufficient importance for the Alexandrines to erect statues (and egues/rian statues) to him. 
It is true that Claudius elsewhere (I. 59) uses the correct érapxos for the prefect, not 
the attested but technically inexact émitpomos (cf. A. Stein, Archiv, iv, 1514), nor does 
he refer to Pollio, as: one would expect if he were referring to a prefect, as yevopévov ; but 
Rostovtzeff remarks that we do not know that Pollio, after leaving Egypt, was not given a 
procuratorship ; or again, Claudius may be using the word (of an ex-prefect) in a loose, 
general sense, to indicate the grade in the Imperial service which he had reached. 
Equestrian statues certainly suggest military command, and there is no reason to suppose 
that the procurator metallorum had troops under his immediate authority. Perhaps, there- 
fore, the Vitrasius Pollio of Pliny is the prefect, whose term of office is thus seen to have 
extended into the reign of Claudius, Rectus being doubtless his immediate successor ; but it 
may be suggested on the other hand that the reference may conceivably, if less probably, 
be to statues of Claudius made by (i.e. at the cost of) Vitrasius Pollio. The Greek is not 
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inconsistent with this, and the clause follows directly on the acceptance by Claudius 
of personal honours. 

44. dvdpidvras: possibly, however, dvdpidvres (sz). 

44f. trav d€ rerparddov dvaordoe|t|s: Tas 5€ TeV KTA, would be better Greek, and the text 
may, here again, indicate translation ; see, however, Lafoscade, De Epistulis, pp. 92 ff. For 
the dedication of four-horse chariots cf. Philo, Zeg., 20, 135 (M. 565): reOpurmov ex Tod yunvaciov 
madatdrarov.., as dé haci trwes Kai trép yuvaikds dvarebev ris dpxaias KNeomatpas; a classical 
instance is Herodotus, v, 77. Perhaps these chariots were dedicated not to Claudius but on 
behalf of him (érép as in Philo), though d¢z8pde(ai) wor more naturally suggests the former. 
They were to be placed at the entrances into Egypt from the North (sea), West, and 
East, and possibly the ancient association of the chariot with war may have inspired the 
choice. 

45. dvagrdoe[i|s ... xopas: the text as it stands is obviously corrupt, and the correction 
adopted not only gives the required sense but explains the error; the scribe’s eye skipped 
from the first to the second ew. 

46. Tis Ai8ins: this is the Libyae nomos, a part of the Marmarica; see W. Smith, 
Dict. of Greek and Roman Geogr., s.v. Marmarica. The western boundary of Egypt was a 
little uncertain, and the Libyan nome was sometimes reckoned as Egyptian, but here it is 
clearly excluded from the country. 

48. dpx{ebvepéa: a Rainer papyrus (R 172, 1st cent.) quoted by Wessely, Karanis und 
Soknopaiu Nesos, p. 66, mentions (as read by W.) K[Aav8iov Kai]oapos S<Barrod Tep| wart |xod 
dpxvepet Taiwe "Tova ior] "Aon (mdb) Kal e&nynrne [—]ox. P. Ryl. ii, 149, 1-4, shows, as the 
editors point out, that the latter part is to be tead’Ackhd efnynriit [orparny|@, and the present 
passage gives support to their suggestion that K[Aavdiou is to be amended to T{atov—unless, 
indeed, we refer the name to Nero (cf. Blumenthal, Archzv, v, p. 323), which is not 
particularly likely in view of the Rylands papyrus. For the dpysepets in the Imperial cult see 
Blumenthal, Archiv, v, 332; Kornemann, A“, i, 99, 107, &c. 

49. oprixds: cf. 1, 37. 

52. airnéévray: the dotted letters are very doubtful ; the characters suggest rather po. 

, 53+ ebnBevkdcer: for the ephebia in Egypt see Jouguet, Remargues sur Péphébte dans 
UL gypte gréco-romaine, in Rev. de Phil., xxxiv (1910), 43-56, Ve municipale, pp. 150-60 ; 
Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 139-43; Schubart, Agypien, p. 143. The age of ephebia was 
normally 14, though there were perhaps exceptions (Jouguet, Vie municipale, pp. 150-3, 
Wilcken, p. 141 f.); the duration, normally in the Greek world one year, though with local 
exceptions, is uncertain in Egypt, but may have been a single year. Jouguet holds 
({p. 158) that the ephebia ‘ est le signe du droit de cité et que la seule preuve qu’on peut 
donner de son droit de cité est inscription sur le registre des éphébes ’, and the present 
passage confirms this, for it is the ephebia which Claudius takes as proof of citizenship. 
Cf. Gnomon, § 44 (1. 121 f.): Alyumriov droypayapevolv| vidy as ednBeved[r|a trav dvo0 réraprov 
dyadapBdvera, The motive for such wrongful enrolment was doubtless to secure a claim to 
the citizenship. 

54. The Emperors, usually through the prefect, exercised a control over the Alexan- 
drian citizenship; see Gnomon, § 40 (]. 113 f.): ra wept rav eicaydrvt@y ods py Set cis THY 
*AdeEarSpéwv more |r| cJav vov Wyenovkis yéyovev Stayvacews. See too Schubart, Einfihrung, 
p. 269 f. and references there; Th. Reinach, Vouv. Rev. Hist. de Droit, xliv (1920), 16-17. 

55: For these rights see, e.g., Jouguet, Vie municipale, pp. 25 ff.; Schubart, Kio, 
x, 59f. One very important advantage of Alexandrian citizenship to a native of Egypt was 
that it was the essential condition of admission to the Roman citizenship. 

56. twes: or possibly rwas (séc), but « and a are often difficult to distinguish in 
this hand. 

os... epnBedoa: ds is evidently used in the sense of dare, and xaimep must be under- 
stood before éy SovAwy. SotAwy is doubtless to be taken as feminine; the reference is to 
the sons of citizens by servile mothers. Such persons were not, of course, entitled to the 
citizenship, for yi Sv d€ vdpipos vids tov marpds dvtos ’ANe~avdpéws AdeLavdpets od Sdvarat elvat 
(P. Cattaoui 1+ BGU. 114, v, 6-8, Archiv, iii, 60); but that persons without the proper 
qualification were sometimes introduced into the roll of citizenship is shown by the 
passages quoted above from the Gomon, and a citizen could no doubt, on occasion, 
find means of getting his slave-born son accepted among the ephebi. On this subject 
see Reinach, cited above, 1]. 53, n. 
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58. 7yeudvav : note this use of jyenay as = princeps ; cf. 1. 81. 

59. os Kal [6] Oeds SeBacris €BeBaiwoe: the reference is clearly to a definite act of 
Augustus. After the surrender of Alexandria he addressed the Alexandrines in Greek, 
promising them an amnesty (Dio, li, 16, 3-4; Plutarch, Av/on., 80, Reg. ef Imp. Apophtnh. , 
Aug., 3), and from the way in which this is reported the speech may have been preserved, 
though the reports of Dio and Plutarch do not wholly agree, but it does not seem likely that 
Augustus’s confirmation of privileges formed part of his speech ; it was doubtless embodied 
in a decree or proclamation. It can, in any case, hardly be doubted that Claudius had the 
text of the confirmation before him. This is important for the question of the senate (see 
above, p. 9). Of course, as it stands, the sentence is illogical, for Augustus cannot have 
confirmed any grants of privileges by jyeudves or érapyor. 

60. veoxdpous : apparently the first mention in Egypt of meocorz in connexion with the 
Imperial cult. For instances outside see, e.g. C.1.G. 3190 (Smyrna ; veoxdpov rap 
ZeBacrav); 3484 (Thyatira ; vewxopos rod 2«B(acrod)); add. 3831. a7 (Aezani; of VewKopot 
avrov [Claudius ?] 84 Biov). It may be inferred from the present passage that neocor7 were 
a regular feature of the cult in Egypt also, for 1. 61 shows that there were meocord at Cano- 
pus. It appears that in the latter place they were appointed by lot, and the injunction 
to adopt the same method at Alexandria implies that this had not been done hitherto ; 
probably they had there been elected. From the choice by lot we may perhaps, though not 
necessarily, infer that the appointment was for a year only ; that the office was normally held 
for a limited period is shown by such a title as vewxdpos dua Biov (see above). The known 
instances prove it to have been a very honourable post, for which, at Alexandria, there may 
well have been keen competition, and this, rather than any shortage of qualified candidates, 
was probably the reason for the change. For the title vewxépos applied to cities, chiefly in 
connexion with the Imperial cult, see E. Beurlier, Ze cute impérial, chap. iv, and af. 
Daremberg-Saglio, s.v. Neocorus. The present passage, in a letter addressed to the réArs 
of Alexandria, confirms what had already been established by Blumenthal in his article in 
the Archiv (cf. too Wilcken, Grundziige, p. 119), that the S<Baoreia were municipal temples 
and the cult therefore a municipal one. 

6of. vaod ... 2¢Bacrod: this settles an old controversy. Suidas (s. 0. “Hulepyov, Bern- 
hardy, 853) states of the Augusteum or Caesareum at Alexandria: "Avravio b€ dkoddpe 
[i.e. Cleopatra] vedv péyav, Somep ody jpiepyos ameheibOn’ tO SeBaord de éredécby. Pliny 
(VV. H., xxxvi, 69) mentions two obelisks, ‘ Alexandreae ad portum in Caesaris templo ’, 
and hence Mommsen (C.1.L., iii, Suppl. 1, p. 1203, on 6588) held that the statement in 
Suidas was an error and that the temple was really dedicated to Julius, the name S«Bacreiov 
being due merely to the association of Augustus with the cult of his father. Blumenthal, 
however (Archiv, v, 318 f.), preferred to accept the explicit statement of Suidas, and the 
present passage shows that he was right. The passage of Pliny cannot be set against the 
evidence of Claudius, and in any case is not really inconsistent with it, for Philo, LLg., 22; 
150, 151 shows that 2<Saoreiov and Katrapetov were synonymous, so that Pliny’s ‘ Caesaris 
templum’ is merely a loose equivalent of the latter word. Néroutsos-Bey, Z’anczenne 
Alexandrie, p. 16, remarks ‘le temple, avec ses deux obélisques, n’était pas dédié & Jules 
César, mais 4 Auguste et & ses successeurs, qui étaient tous adorés collectivement sous 
Vinvocation de dewx Césars, Gav Kawcépov’, and this no doubt explains the double name ; 
cf. the Hamburg fragment published by P. M, Meyer, Z. f vergl. Rechisw., xxxv (1918), 
93 ff., Kat|oapeiov Oedv S<8alorav. For the position of the temple see Strabo, xvii, 9 (794); 
Pliny, 2.c.; Philo, /.c. The last-named gives the fullest account of it: obSev yap rowdroy ore 
Téwevos, otov TO Aeyduevov SeBacreiov, émiBarnpiov Kaicapos veds, (os) dvtixp) tay edoppordroy 
Aipevov petéwpos Wpurar péyroros Kal emipavérratos Kab olos ody érépwob KatdmAews dvabnpator, [év] 
ypapais Kai avdpidor kai dpyip@ kai xpvod repBeBAnpéevos év KUKA@, TéuEVvos etptTaToY Groais, 
BiBrvoOyjxas, dvdpaow, ddoeot, mporvaAaios, eipvxwplas, bmaipos, dace Tots ets moAvTEAoTaToY 
Kdopoy noknpevoy, Amis Kal dvayopevots kal KaTaTA€ovet cornpwos. Athanasius, Hist. Ar. 56, men- 
tions rods knmevouevors ev TH Kaicapei@ témous, evidently ornamental gardens. 

61. Kavérar: this evidence for a 3«Bacreiov at Canopus seems to be new; Canopus 
does not appear in Blumenthal’s list in Archiv, v, 322 (cf. too P. Ryl. ii, 133, 2, n., and 
the list of P, M. Meyer, Z. f. vergl. Rechisw., xxxv, 1918, 957). 

62-6. The interpretation and readings adopted in the text and translation are due to 
Prof. Hunt. To suppose (as the editor had at first done) that the v in 1. 63 was deleted 
with the intention (inadvertently not carried out) of correcting it to ov, thus making Claudius 
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reject the proposal of the Alexandrines, is much less likely, for mavv, placed where it is, 
would not go well with od cadds. The passage is a new and valuable piece of evidence with 
regard to the dpxai, about which, in the Greek cities, we know singularly little, but it must 
be confessed that its testimony is not unambiguous.. To begin with, Claudius does not 
definitely say whether the proposal he approves of is that the magistracies should or should 
not be triennial. On this point, however, there can be little doubt ; the obvious interpretation 
is that the tpeeria is now being introduced. Apart from other considerations Prof. Hunt 
points out that if a proposal for a tpreria had been rejected by the Alexandrines we should 
expect py. But it is not so clear whether the term was being lengthened or shortened. 
The clause (oi) yap (dp)xovres xr. naturally implies the latter ; for it seems reasonable to 
suppose that the nearer the expected ed@vvn the greater would be the $éBos and therefore 
the motive for being pérpios. There is, indeed, evidence which makes against this, viz. an 
inscription of the Ptolemaic period in Archiv, v, 162, where a Hephaestion son of 
Herodes, catled ’Apowoeds, is described as yupvaciapynoas 76 KO (éros). The provenance is 
unknown, nor is the deme securely localized, but there is ground for supposing (see Ruben- 
sohn, ad Joc.) that it was one of the Alexandrian demes, and though it is not impossible that 
an Alexandrian citizen resident in the y#pa might be gymnasiarch in some nome-capital, it 
is more natural to refer his office to Alexandria. But the expression yupvacwapynoas ro KO 
(éros) should imply an annual office, so that if the inscription is to be referred to Alexandria 
it may be argued that in the Ptolemaic period annua! tenure was the rule in that city, as it 
was in most places (see Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, vii, 1992 f.). On the other hand P. Oxy. xii, 
1418, 15 furnishes evidence that the gymnasiarchy was then (a. p. 247) held for more than 
one year (see too Oertel, Lr/urgie, pp. 320, 363), and Grenfell and Hunt suggest in the 
note ad Joc. that the term may be ‘three ormore’. This isat Oxyrhynchus, not Alexandria, 
but it is not unlikely that the nome-capitals would model their practice on that’of the latter. 

The clause referred to, however, is very difficult to explain if the term of office was 
being extended. The inscription in Arc&zv, v is a very uncertain basis, since it may not 
refer to Alexandria at all, and in any case it is not a necessary inference from 16 «6 (éros) 
that the office was annual (see now E. Breccia, Bull. Soc. Arch. d Alex., N.S., v, 123 f.); 
it may perhaps merely mean that this was the man’s 2oth year of office, and the case was 
probably an exceptional one; he may even have been gymnasiarch for life. Hence it is 
best to conclude that the term till the reign of Claudius was more than three years (or was 
it perhaps unlimited?) and was then reduced to three. 

71. apynv: note that the Bovdy is here referred to as an dpyy. 

73. adnOés: or possibly ddebés (sz). 

74. mohépov: cf. Philo, Zeg., 17, 119 (M. 562), péeysoros oty kal axnpukros modepos emi TO 
Over cuvexporeiro. This use of the word shows that Wilcken’s reliance on its occurrence in 
the ‘ Paulus and Antoninus Ac/a’ to connect the events there referred to with the Jewish 
revolt under Trajan (Am/zsemitismus, p. 814) is unjustified; cf. v. Premerstein, Hermes, 
lvii, 287 f. 

75. €& aytixatacrdoews: We must understand something like mpds rovs dvrumddous ; cf. 


Polyb., iv, 47, 4: €« THs ayrixatacrdcews THs yevouévns . . . mpds Tovs Tav “Podiwy mpeaBeuras ; 
Dittenberger, Syl/. Jnscr. Gr? 785, 7-9: borepov S€ éxatrépov pépous ef avtixalralordcews . . « 
duy[ Kov oa. 


76. Atoyyoiov tod Gé€wr{o|s: this name does not occur in the list given in Il. 16-20, but 
the person meant is no doubt C. Julius Dionysius (I. 17), though it is strange that his father’s 
name is here inserted. For the omission of the nomen and praenomen cf. 1. 105, and for 
the insertion of a patronymic even in the case of a Roman citizen, |. 19 (see, however, 
note there). 

77. Taptevduevos: Cf. 1,22. On this passage see the Addenda. 

80. avédiov: an unrecorded and not very likely adjective. Prof. Stuart Jones there- 
fore suggests (kal) at@adiay, as translating e/ con/umactam, and this may be the correct text, 
but if so we must suppose a double error, for -tov is certain. For at@adia see Moulton and 
Milligan, s. v. avéadzqs. 

85 f. Attacks on the synagogues played a prominent part in the disturbance under 
Gaius. 

86. Aoévorrac: this is the word used by Philo, Leg., 20, 134 (M. 565): mpooevxas dcas 
py edvynOnoay éumpygect Kai katacKahais apavica ... erepov tpdmov eAvpHvarto pera THs TOY YOpwr 
kal €Oay avatporns. 
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€@eow: the word has almost a technical sense in relation to the Jews; cf. the passage 
just quoted ; Joseph., Anz, xix, 283: eupévorras rois iio ect (so too 7é7d., 285) ; Philo, 
Leg., 16, 115 (M. 562): rav iepav vdpav kai eri rév dypdpav ebdv; &c. 

92. émomaipe: the reading is not quite certain; the lower part of the downstroke of 
p has almost wholly disappeared, and the following ¢ is inferred only from a horizontal 
stroke; but (given the certain om) no other word seems likely and «tp is a perfectly possible 
reading. The word is translated by Stephanus, Thesaurus, ‘subsulto, velut ab animi 
deliquio, palpitabundus’, by L. and S. ‘to be in alarm ’, and this is the meaning required in 
the passage they refer to, Plut., Aor., 327 ¢, ért (so Reiske for MS, emi) rots Sidurmois 
morewos eméoraipev 4 SEAXds, but it is not very appropriate here. The sense adopted 
depends on the meaning given to dydce. If, as first taken, it refers to contests in the 
elections to these offices, we want a sense like ‘to aspire to’; but Prof. Hunt points out 
that it is strange in that case to single out only the gymnasiarchy and cosmeteia. He pre- 
fers therefore to take the dyaves in the ordinary sense of athletic contests. This is certainly 
better, but even so émomaipew is unexpected, Perhaps ‘ to strive in’ is not too far removed 
from the attested sense. ; 

94. dwoddovras: for the dropping of v in the diphthong av see Mayser, Gramm. gr. 
Pap., p.114. But the phenomenon is probably commoner in the Roman than in the 
Ptolemaic period. 

IOI. mpadrnros : or perhaps mpedrnros (sz), 

103 f. rijv dvardroe . . . imapyovons: the interpretation adopted in the translation and 
critical notes is due to Prof. Hunt. It is possible that rjy should be corrected to ris, taking 
THs di(w)rdro with oik(eas rather than (as in the text) with mpévo.ar, but this, though it 
improves the style, is not absolutely necessary ; indeed, the omission of ris before kadémep to 
connect oix(e)ias with médews may be a sign of translation from a Latin original ; see 
introduction. For similar instances see Lafoscade, De Lprstulis, pp. 92 ff. 


Il, THE MELETTAN SCiiish! 


The Meletian schism of Egypt,' though at first sight of only local and minor 
importance as compared with the Arian controversy, is of great interest for 
the historian of Christian Egypt, and the eventual alliance of the Meletians with 
the Arians, exercising as it did a decisive influence on the fortunes of St. Athana- 
sius, gives the schism considerable significance even for the student of general 
ecclesiastical history, Our evidence concerning its origin is fragmentary and, at 
first sight, conflicting. The primary authorities are (1) the writings of St. Athana- 
sius; (2) Latin translations of two letters (i) from four Egyptian Bishops to 
Meletius, (ii) from Peter, Bishop of Alexandria, to his flock, together with (iii) an 
account of the circumstances, the whole forming a fragment of an anonymous 
ecclesiastical chronicle or collection of documents, all first edited by Maffei and 
re-edited, e. g., in M. J. Routh’s Re/iguiae Sacrae, ed. altera, iv, 91-4; Migne, P.G., 
x, 1565-8, xviii, 509-10 (cf. P. Batiffol, Byzs. Z., x, 131-2); (3) the Canons: of 
Peter, Bishop of Alexandria (Routh, Rel. sacrae, iv, 23 ff.; Migne, P.G., xviii, 
468 ff.); (4) Epiphanius, Adv. Haer., |xviii (Migne, P.G., xlii, 184-201). 
Athanasius, as an uncompromising opponent of the Meletians, is of value chiefly 
for his chronological evidence ; his statement (Afo/. c.. Ar., 59) that Meletius was 
deposed by Peter for many irregularities ‘and for sacrificing’ [to idols] need not 
be taken very seriously, for the accusation was one that came readily to contro- 
versialists on the morrow of a great persecution.2 The documents referred to 
under (2)* are, on the contrary, of fundamental importance, and Epiphanius, 
though he wrote later than Athanasius, had excellent authority, probably in part 
that of Egyptian Bishops banished to Palestine.* The situation described by 
Epiphanius is entirely different from that presupposed by the documents of (2), 
but it is easy to reconcile them if we suppose them to present different stages in 
the growth of the schism. The combination made by Schwartz and Duchesne 
probably gives the correct sequence; Achelis, less convincingly, adopts the 
reverse order. 

The schism had no doctrinal origin, but arose out of a dispute which broke 
out during the Great Persecution, probably in A.D. 305, among the Christian 


1 To be distinguished from the later Meletian schism at Antioch, which had no 
connexion with it. Among recent authorities may be cited: H.Achelis, in Herzog-Hauck, 
Realencyhlopidie fiir prot. Theol. u. Kirche, xii, 558-62, xxiv, 83; E. Schwartz, G. G. WV., 
1905, 164-87; L. Duchesne, Mrs/. anc. de Péglise, ii, 3rd ed., 97-100; F. J. Foakes- 
Jackson, in J. Hastings, Linc. of Rel. and Ethics, viii, 538. 

2 Cf. the similar Donatist accusation against Pope Marcellinus (Duchesne, ii, 93 f,). 

8 QO. Seeck, Z. f. Kirchengesch., xvii (1896-7), 66-7, pronounces these documents 
forgeries, but his arguments are quite unconvincing, and their authenticity is now almost 
universally accepted, e. g. by Schwartz, G. G. V., 1904, 389 ; Duchesne, ii, 99; Achelis, a. 
ctt., xii, 561; &c. See S. Rogala, Die Anfiinge des ariantschen Streites. 

* See Schwartz, G. G. V., 1905, 165. 
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prisoners, no doubt at Alexandria, concerning a question of church discipline, the 
treatment of the /afsz. Peter, the Bishop of Alexandria, represented the milder, 
Meletius,’ Bishop of Lycopolis, the more rigid school. Neither party proposed 
to exclude the /apsz permanently from communion, neither thought of re-admitting 
them unconditionally ; it was merely a question of the interval to be allowed 
before re-admission and the status to be accorded after it.” But as neither party 
would give way the dispute ended in a schism, though we may infer from the letter 
of the four Bishops, who address Meletius as ‘ dilecto et comministro in Domino’, 
that it did not at first amount to a complete severance of relations. Shortly after 
the outbreak of the quarrel Meletius and Peter appear to have been set at liberty, 
probably on the temporary cessation of the persecution; but when it broke out 
again Meletius, anxious, it would seem, to extend his own following, took it on him 
self to enter the dioceses of four Bishops who were then in prison and undertake 
ordinations. The Bishops protested in the letter referred to (2, i above), but 
Meletius disregarded their remonstrances, and later on, the Bishops having been 
martyred, probably in 306,° he went down to Alexandria, where, finding that 
Peter was in hiding, he proceeded to excommunicate various priests and visitors, 
Peter thereupon wrote to his flock bidding them to hold Meletius excommunicate. 
At a later date Meletius was arrested and banished, with several of his followers, 
to the mines of Palestine, where he remained till the edict of toleration promul- 
gated by Galerius in 311. The persecution was renewed by Maximinus very 
soon after Galerius’s death, and one of the first victims was Bishop Peter, who 
was martyred on 25 Nov.,311. The schism continued even among the exiles in 
Palestine ; the two parties held no communication with each other, and Meletius 
ordained Bishops and priests of his own sect, which assumed the title ‘Church 
of the Martyrs’.* So too, after Peter’s death, the Meletians maintained their own 
organization, though under the episcopate of Alexander relations between the two 
parties were apparently not entirely hostile. So at least we may infer from the 
fact that it was Meletius who called Alexander’s attention to the heretical nature 
of the doctrines expounded by Arius ;° though it may well be that his chief motive 
in so doing was, on the one hand, to take vengeance on Arius, a former adherent, 
now reconciled to the Catholic party, and, on the other, to embarrass Alexander,® 
who showed little eagerness to take action against his heretical presbyter. 

The Council of Nicaea, called together primarily to deal with the Arian 
question, considered also the Meletian schism, deciding that Meletius should 
continue to bear the title of Bishop, though without exercising the duties of the 
office, and that those ordained by him should be re-ordained and retain their 


! The correct form is undoubtedly MeAérwos (see, e.g., Schwartz, G. G. V., 1905, 164"). 
1914, 20, though Callistus is not a conclusive authority on orthography, offers further 
confirmation of this. But the form Meletius, since it has everywhere established itself, is 
retained for convenience. 

2 This fact, somewhat obscured in Epiphanius’s account, is rendered certain by the 
Canons of Peter; see Schwartz, G. G. V., 1905, 172-3. 

3 Schwartz, G. G. V., 1905, 177, as against Seeck, Z. f. Kirchengesch., xvii, 67. 

* Epiphanius, ddv. Haer., |xviii, 3. 

° Epiphanius, Ixviii, 4. 

6 Cf. Athan., Afol. c. Ar., 59: diéBade . . . “AdeEavdpor. 
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rank and functions. What was the attitude of Athanasius to this decision at the 
time we do not know, but he keenly regretted it later,! and with reason, for the 
compromise was a failure. The details of the ensuing events are, however, 
somewhat uncertain. It has been inferred from Athan., Agol. c. Ar., 59, that 
Alexander died five months after the Council of Nicaea (325), which is indeed 
the natural interpretation of Athanasius’s words ; yet Epiphanius states? that he 
persecuted the Meletians after Meletius’s death, which must have occurred after 
the Council, for Meletius, in accordance with the decision there arrived at, handed 
Alexander a ‘ brief’ containing the names of the Bishops and certain priests of his 
schism and personally introduced them to him.’ Further, the Index to the 
Festal Letters of Athanasius definitely dates the death of Alexander 17 April, 
328, and the accession of Athanasius 8 June of the same year. How are we to 
reconcile these apparent discrepancies? S. Rogala® would apparently reject the 
testimony of the Index; but though that work contains undoubted errors, due 
usually to misunderstanding of the Egyptian calendar, there is no other ground for 
questioning its accuracy here. Seeck® and Schwartz? suppose that Constantine 
called a second meeting of the Council to settle the Egyptian troubles, i.e., 
probably, the Meletian schism, a theory. suggested by a passage in Eusebius,’ 
while on the other hand Gwatkin 2 prefers to suppose that Athanasius was 
counting not from the Council itself but from the final reception of the Meletians. 
In either case there seems little time between the reception and Alexander’s 
death for, first, the death of Meletius, before which he appointed a certain 
John Archaph as his successor,!° and, second, such a persecution as Epiphanius 
speaks of. At all events we may take it that the reception of the Meletians 
was delayed till 327; very possibly neither Alexander nor Meletius was 
particularly anxious to carry out the Nicene decision, On the news that 
Meletius, notwithstanding his recent submission, had before his death appointed 
a successor, thus perpetuating the schism, Alexander may have resolved on more 
drastic measures against the Meletians, measures which it perhaps fell to his 


* Apol. c. Ar., 71: ére MeXirios wmedEXOn, ws pnmor’ Sedov, TA. ; Cf.§59: of dé Medertavol 
émaodnnore €d€éxénoar od yap dvaykatoy viv tH airiav dvoudgew. Schwartz goes too far in 
concluding (G. G. WV., 1911, 370) on the strength of the last sentence that the decision was 
taken ‘ sicherlich unter dem Druck des Kaiserlichen Willens’. 

? Adv. Haer., \xviii, 5: “AdeEavdpos . . . pera riy tedeutnvy MeAnriov... mavtn tous idia 
cuvdyovras, Uo d€ MeAnriov kararerpOéevras, eOdKet Tapdovew Te kal ouvéxew Pidtecbal re, 

* Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 71-2. 

* Migne, P. G., xxvi, 1351; cf. Lauchert, note 63, Pp. 149. 

pater 

° Z.f. Kirchengesch., xvii, 69 f. 

7 G. G.M., 1911, 380 ff. 

® Vita Const., iii, 2 3: adda yap ardyror eipnvevopevoy, pdvors Alyuntiows dpixtos Fv 4 mpos 
adAndous pidoverkia, @s kai avis évoydeiv Baowdéa, od pay Kai mpds dpyhy eyeipevr, Ola yoov 
matépas % Kal paddov mpopjras Geod mdon TEplémov Timm Kal Sevrepov éexddrger kal made 
€pegireve Tots avrois avekudkas, Kai Sopos eriva madiv, edndov Te tv Slarrav dv émorodijs. 
Rogala rejects this theory (p. 801) on the ground ‘dass dort nur von agyptischen Bischéfen 
die Rede ist’, which is a rather questionable assertion. 

* Studies of Arianism, p. 66}. 

© Sozomen, ii, 21: per’ od odd dé [after the handing over of the Meletian churches | 
peAAwY tov Bioy Katadiurdvew, lodveny twa Tov ai7®@ ovvyiOev, mapa rd Odypa ths év Nexaia ovvddou, 
Katéotnoev avr av’rov. 


THE MELETIAN SCHISM 4I 


successor to carry out; but it is also conceivable that Epiphanius, a notoriously 
muddle-headed writer, confused the disputes between Alexander and the 
Meletians revealed by Eusebius with a later persecution of the Meletians by 
Athanasius, 

However this may be, it is clear that the truce was of very brief duration, 
and on the death of Alexander the Meletians appear to have opposed the election 
of Athanasius}, the validity of which they certainly impugned at a later date. 
The persecution of the sect, whether by Alexander or by Athanasius, led to their 
sending a deputation to the Emperor to lay before him their grievances. 
Epiphanius names as the leaders John [Archaph], Callinicus, Bishop of 
Pelusium, and a confessor named Paphnutius.? The deputation was, however, 
refused access to Constantine, and after hanging about Constantinople and 
Nicomedia for some time struck up an alliance with the party of Eusebius of 
Nicomedia, which, Arian in sympathy though outwardly accepting the Nicene 
creed, was bitterly hostile to Athanasius.? Cynical as this alliance of the ultra- 
orthodox Meletians with the heretical Eusebians may have been, it proved very 
dangerous and led ultimately to Athanasius’s first exile. At first no doubt the 
alliance was purely political 4, but close and constant association could hardly fail 
to produce a tendency to Arianism among the Meletians, and this is expressly 
asserted by Sozomen, who says that in course of time the Arians were popularly 
called Meletians in Egypt. 

During the later stages of the Arian controversy the Meletians played 
a quite secondary part. A number of them made their peace with the Catholics 
and appeared thenceforth among the partisans of Athanasius,’ their leader John 
Archaph was banished by Constantine after the Synod of Tyre in'335,' and it tis 
clear that after his return from his second, and indeed probably his first, exile, 
Athanasius had the great body of the Egyptian Christians behind him. Yet the 
Meletians continued to maintain their existence as a distinct sect. For the fourth 
century this is abundantly clear from the writings of Athanasius and the 
historians.* In the fifth century they were known to Theodoret, who speaks of 


' On this question see Lauchert, pp. 30-2 ; Gwatkin, Siadies of Arianism, p. 66 2. 

* Adv. Haer., \xviii, 5. 

* Epiphanius, Ixviii, 6; Socr., i, 27 ; Sozomen, ii, 21. 

* Cf. Schwartz, G.G.W., 1911, 371 f. Athanasius more than once clearly 
distinguishes between the standpoints of the two parties, e.g. Lp. ad Episc. Aeg. et Lib, 
22: MeXiriavoi pev dua thy mpootaciay Kal THY paviay THs prapyvpias, “Apetopavirar bé dia rhv iSiav 
aaéBeav ; tbid.: of pév .. . cxtoparixol yeydvacw, of dé... arredeixOnaav aiperikot. 

° ii, 21. Athanasius’s authority on such a point is not of the best, but reference may 
be made to his “7st. Ar., 78: mpodipos yoov kat tayéws ek MeAcriavev "Apetavol yeydvaow. Cf, 
too the statements of Theodoret quoted below, and Epiphanius, Adz. Haer., \xviii, 6. 

* See Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism, p. 41}. 

wepozomen, i, 31. 

* Besides these Mr, Crum calls attention to a passage in Apophih. Patrum (Migne, 
P. G., 1Xv, 405, 4): foay 8é eked MeAcriavol, oixodvres ev 7T@ Kadapidue tov “Apowoirov. It is to 
be noted that they are here called aiperuxoi. A further reference, also pointed out by 
Mr. Crum, occurs in the Coptic life of Pamin (ed. Amélineau, A/ém. de la miss. arch, 
francaise, iv, 740): ‘L’autre était un schismatique (cxtcparixds) abominable (xukdeuris, 
vagabond) de Vhérésie (aipeots) des Mélétiens.’ The Meletian church is said to have been 
‘prés du tétrapyle de la ville’; there was also a convent to the east of the town, and there 
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communities of Meletian monks as still existing in Egypt; he states that ‘they 
do not accept sound doctrine, and in their way of life they follow vain practices 
concordant with the infatuations of the Samaritans and Jews’.! This is interest- 
ing, as tending to confirm what was said above regarding the heretical tendency 
of the later Meletians. Further evidence on this point is furnished by a Coptic 
text in Crum., Caf¢a/., no. 358, which is from an Encomium on the martyr Claude 
by Constantine, Bishop of Asiut,a younger contemporary of the Patriarch Damian 
(died A.D. 605); according to Crum ‘the feature of the Melitian heresy here cited 
is their division of the persons of the Trinity.’ ? 

Several modern authorities * state or imply that the sect did not last beyond 
the fifth century, but this is an error, and it can be traced for at least three 
centuries later. In the year 512 we find* a certain Eulogius, described as 
povd wy tore wev Medutiaves, viv 6€ dprddo€os (szc), selling to a Meletian priest (Hodou 
mpeoButépo MeAtriav@) a ‘monastery ’ (probably only a complex of cells) at Labla 
near Arsinoe; and the same person negotiated a similar sale in the following 
year to two Meletian monks from the monastery of Labla.® Mr. Crum further 
calls attention to three Coptic references. In P. Morgan MS. no. xxxvii, 
f. 139 b, in the Life of Apollo, who was driven by Justinian from the Pachomian 
monastery of Pboou, it is stated that Meletians existed (xpnuari¢ev) in the 
district of Heracleopolis at that time. In the (Arabic) Patriarchal History the 
writer of the life of Damian (A. D. 569-605) mentions (P.O., i, 473) in connexion 
with the four monasteries of Wadi Habib, that ‘there were among them the 
Meletians, I mean the followers of Meletius, who used to receive the Chalice 
many times in the night, before they came to the church’. These Meletians 
Damian, when he ‘was counted worthy to sit upon the evangelical throne’, 
ordered to be banished. Thirdly, a reference to Meletians as still existing occurs 
in a sermon of the Patriarch Benjamin (d. 659), published by H. de Vis. But 
there is an even later reference in the Patriarchal History. It is stated of the 
Patriarch Michael I (A.D. 744-68) that he tried to convert ‘the followers of 


were one hundred and fifty of the sect. In the Coptic text Pamin is the successor of 
Matthew the Poor, whom the Patriarchal History places early in the eighth century (P. O., 
v, 79), but the synaxarium (9 Kihak, P. O., iii, 412 f) makes him a confessor, who lived 
into the reign of Constantine. Mr. Crum suggests that two men of the name have been 
confused, the confessor of Ashmunén being the opponent of the Meletians, the later being 
located much further south (at Esne). 
, Ea OEE 9,14: ovre Tois bytaivover meOdpeva Sdypact Kal Kata THY ToNtTEiaY kKEvois TLTW ETI- 
TnOevpact Kexpnpeva, Th Sapapetrayv kai ‘lovdalay ppevoBhaBeig ovpBatvovra. Cf. Socr., i, 9 (Migne, 
P.G.; Ixviiy 84) 4 axpe vov Keyapioba rhs ékkAnoias tovs ey Alyiar@ Mederiavovs. Theodoret, 
Haer. Fab. Comp., iv, 7, gives further interesting details as to the practices of the Meletians, 
stating also that they had adopted Arianism when it was patronized by the Emperor, but 
now claimed to have abandoned it. 

® Constantine here mentions that the Meletians flourished at that time in Asiut. The 
pees is contained in P. Morgan MS. no. xlvii (Crum). 

. M. Fuller, in W. Smith and H. Wace, Dict. of Christ. Biogr., iii, 891; F. J. 

Foakes. Jackson, i in J. Hastings, Lncycl. of Rel. and Ethics, viii, 538; H. Leclercq , Cath. 
LEncycl., x, 165. 

i SB. 5174. 

5 SB. 5175: apuorépors Meduriavois povdovew povacrnpiov Kadoupevov Adda mpoacrioy Tis 
avtns “Apowwoeirav modeas. 


° Coptica, i, Homélies coptes de la Vaticane, p. 65. 
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Meletius’, but failed, ‘for they denied that they were heretics, and they remained 
dissidents, some of them in the monasteries and some in the deserts’; upon 
which, in consequence of the Patriarch’s prayers, ‘the Lord destroyed them... 
and at the monastery wherein there were three thousand persons, there no longer 
remained any save ten souls, who were believers and did not walk in their path’. 
We may probably conclude that the sect died out finally during the eighth century. 
On a schism which lasted so long and, in its earlier stages, played so 
important a part in the history of the Church any fresh light is welcome; and 
the papyri which follow are the more valuable because they come from the 
Meletian side. They were acquired on two occasions, in 1922 and 1923, each 
time as part of a quite miscellaneous collection, but their mutual connexion is 
undoubted. With one certain and one doubtful exception all are letters addressed 
to (or written by; see1921, intr.) a certain Apa Paiéous, whether individually or in 
common with others. Of the two exceptions, one (19138) is a contract, the other 
(1922) a Coptic letter in which the name of Paiéous, if it ever occurred, is lost 
The letters are all undated, but 19183 bears a date corresponding to the year 334, 
and 1914 can, on internal grounds, be dated with practical certainty in either 334 
or 335, more probably the latter. There are no grounds, palaeographical or 
otherwise, which make it necessary to separate the other papyri very widely from 
these two, and probably the whole collection dates from the decennium 330-40. 
Paiéous (Ilaimots, gen. Mamotros; also Taio, indeclinable) was, as the 
prefix ‘Apa’ shows, a priest, and he is so addressed more than once. In the 
address of 1920 he is given the further title of duoAoynrijs (‘ Confessor ’), which 
implies that he had suffered in the Great Persecution ; for it is very improbable 
that the title Confessor, hallowed by long association with the pagan persecutians, 
would at this period be used with reference to any sufferings that Pai¢éous may 
have endured at the hands of the Catholic party. We may infer, therefore, that 
he was already a man of at least middle age, and this supposition is borne out by 
the great respect with which his correspondents treat him. From 1921, 32, it 
appears likely that his father’s name was Dicaeus. He was clearly the head, or 
one of the heads, of a large Meletian community. On the question where this 
community was to be looked for the letters first acquired threw no light except 
such as could be obtained from the uncertain evidence of personal names, one or 
two place-names referred to in the letters, and the dialect of the only Coptic 
letter (1920) included in the purchase of 1922. On these grounds it had been 
concluded that the locality was either in Middle Egypt, perhaps in the district 
between Ashmunén and Asiut, or, less probably, in the neighbourhood of the ' 
Heracleopolite nome. Fortunately the papyri acquired in 1923 contain evidence 
which decides the question. In the Coptic letter 1920 just referred to Pai€ous is 
addressed as ‘ Paeiéw of P-hathér’. So far as this passage goes in itself, it is not 
clear whether P-hathér is a place-name or a personal name (‘[son of] 
P-hathér’),? but 1918, which indeed does not contain the name of Paiéous but 
clearly belongs to the Meletian archive, is a contract between a priest of Hipponon 


1 P. O., Vv, 198-9. 
2 Tlaréd or Marép, the name of a ypduoy in 1419, may be, like many such names, that of 


a former owner. 
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in the Heracleopolite nome and the mpoeorares of the povy of “APop ‘in the 
eastern desert of the Upper Cynopolite nome’. There can be no doubt that 
A@op in 1918 is the same name as ngatewp in 1920, and it is thus established that 
Paiéous’s settlement was situated in the Upper Cynopolite nome.t The many 
names which occur in the correspondence and particularly the long list of 
greetings in 1914 suggest that the settlement ,.was a populous one. The 
correspondence also contains evidence of other Meletian communities. In 1917 
reference is made to one in the ‘Island of Memphis’, and the writer of that 
letter asks that letters may be written on his behalf to all the cells in the ‘ Upper 
Country’, by which is presumably meant the Thebaid. Among other places 
referred to are Terét (1914, 57), probably one of the places so named in Middle 
Egypt, perhaps the modern Derit esh-Sherif ; Tamouré (1914, 58) in the Hera- 
cleopolite nome; Tdhe (1920, 6), probably the place so called near Hermopolis ; 
and Antaeopolis (1918, 9). The second at all events was apparently the site of 
a Meletian settlement. 

The letters further give us some insight into the life of the Meletian monks. 
It may be noted in the first place that the community was largely Coptic in race. 
Many of the persons mentioned have Egyptian names, three of the letters are in 
Coptic, while 1915 has a Coptic endorsement, and the Greek is mostly of a vulgar 
kind. 1917 is interesting for its references to the system of intercessory prayers, 
apparently well organized ; 1915 and 1916 show us how the community looked 
after any brother who might fall into distress ; 1920 and 1922 give us some hints 
as to the industrial life of a Meletian settlement ; and 1918 illustrates at least 
one of the methods by which the monks were provisioned. It is, however, in 
two documents which open up wider historical vistas that the exceptional value 
of this collection lies. The questions which they raise are dealt with in the 
introductions to the documents themselves ; here it is sufficient to say that one of 
them, 1918, contains precious evidence concerning the Synod of Caesarea in 
A.D. 334, and that the other, 1914, is even more important for the information it 
gives on the events at Alexandria immediately before the Synod of Tyre. The 
latter document is the more valuable because, coming from the Meletian side, 
it supplements the biased and partial evidence of the Catholic tradition, on which, 
in the main, historians have hitherto had perforce to depend. It may well be 
that other letters from the archive have been found and will yet come on to 
the market, and they may contain further historical material. If so, it is much 
to be hoped that they will be published as soon as possible. 

This suggests the question whether any documents from the Meletian archive 
can be recognized among papyri already published. A possible instance is 
P. Amh. 145 (= Ghedini 41), to which attention was drawn by Mr. Crum in 
connexion with the correspondence of Paphnutius, published below. In general 
appearance, so far as can be gathered from the photograph, this is not unlike one 
or two of the letters addressed to Paphnutius, and a Hazvov@ns is mentioned in 
it (I, 26); but there seems no sufficient reason for connecting it with the Paph- 
nutius of the present volume. It is, however, not impossible that it has some 


" In Meletius’s brief (Athan., Afol. c. Ar., 71) is named Koddodbos &v rh dvw Kuve. 
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connexion with our Meletian community. The writer is Apa Johannes and the 
recipient Paul. An Apa Johannes is mentioned in 1914, 34, but he is probably 
to be identified with John Archaph, who is not very likely to have signed a letter 
in Coptic, as does the writer of Amh. 145. Paul, an dvayvéorns, is, however, 
mentioned in 1914, 59; a Paul, mpexBvrepos amd Tn€vews, occurs in1917, 11; and in 
1919, 25 6 paxdpios IladAos sends greetings. There are in the present correspond- 
ence at least two persons, and possibly more, called Tazvovrios, and in one letter 
the name has the form [azvov6ns (1918, 7, 8) seen in Amh. 145,26. A Hierax, 
with or without the honorific ara indicating that he was a priest, occurs several 
times in our correspondence, and recalls the Hierax who was the bearer of 
Amh. 145. Lastly, the Coptic signature to that letter is of some significance, as 
compared with the three Coptic letters of our collection and the Coptic endorse- 
ment of 1915. No doubt, however, these evidences are very slight, and certainty 
is hardly attainable. 

Even more doubt exists with regard to another possible connexion, also 
suggested by Mr. Crum. This is the group of Coptic letters in the Rylands 
collection referred to in the introduction to 1920. There are one or two names 
common to the two collections, but these are not sufficiently infrequent to have 
much weight, and the rarer names of the present collection, in particular that of 
Paiéous, the centre of our correspondence, are not found in the Rylands group. 
The dialect too of the latter would point to a locality south of Ashmunén. It 
is possible enough that some or all of the Rylands letters are Meletian and even 
that one or two of the names referred to in both groups may be those of identical 
persons, but on this point there are really no grounds for decision. 


PAPYRUS 1913.—19 March, A.D. 334. 
Inv. No. 2543. 22-5 x 33:8 cm. 


Acquired in 1923. Light brown papyrus (except on the left, in the upper part, where 
the tint is darker) of rather coarse quality. Worm-eaten in places, a good deal damaged at 
top and bottom and badly rubbed, particularly in the lower part, where the ink has often 
entirely disappeared, Written in a medium-sized, regular, sloping, somewhat laterally 
compressed cursive hand, along the fibres, in black ink. 

This and the following papyrus are distinguished among the others because 
they deal with affairs of wider historical importance than the local affairs of the 
Meletian community at Hathor. 1918 is a contract made between a priest 
named Pageus and the monastery of Hathor. It is described at the conclusion 
as 10 Tijs KaTaoTdcews ypayydriov ; more briefly we might perhaps call it, on the 
analogy of the earlier cvoratixdy (e.g. P. Lond. ined. Inv. No. 1966) a karacrarikov. 
That is to say, it is a contract for the appointment of a deputy. Pageus had 
been summoned by Constantine to attend the Synod of Caesarea, and he here 
agrees with the Priors (mpoeorGres) of the monastery that his brother Gerontius 
shall take his place and discharge his functions during his absence. 

The contract is thus, even from the juristic point of view, of some interest, 
but its main importance comes from its connexion with the Synod of Caesarea, 
an event concerning which our information is scanty. A brief account of its 


antecedents will perhaps be useful. 
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After the failure of the first Eusebian attack on Athanasius, which took the 
form of a demand for the admission of Arius and his followers to communion, 
supported, on Athanasius’s first refusal, by a threatening letter from the Emperor, 
whom however Athanasius persuaded to waive the order, the Meletians brought 
forward an accusation that he had imposed an unauthorized tax in kind (orixapia 
Awa). Certain presbyters of Athanasius, who were opportunely at court, were 
able to dispose of this charge, and Constantine administered a reproof to the 
Meletians but summoned Athanasius to court—Athanasius does not say why, 
and the letter which he quoted has disappeared from the text of the Apol. c. Ar: 
(§ 60). On his arrival Athanasius found himself confronted with two fresh 
charges, one concerning the breaking of a chalice by his presbyter Macarius (see 
below), and one of conspiracy against Constantine. The Emperor acquitted him 
on both counts and wrote to the Alexandrines a letter on his behalf. He arrived 
home some time after Easter, 332.1 He was not long left in peace. The 
Meletians and their allies the Eusebians soon brought two charges against him, 
one new, the other already examined by Constantine. This second was to the 
effect that a priest named Macarius sent by Athanasius to summon Ischyras, 
a schismatic priest (one of those ordained by Colluthus), had, in an altercation 
with him, broken a sacred chalice. (The story grew in course of time; in the 
letter of the Oriental Council of Sardica Athanasius is accused of having personally 
broken the chalice, smashed the altar, overturned the priest’s chair, and demo- 
lished the church!2) The other charge was one of having murdered a certain 
Arsenius, Bishop of Hypsele. The Ischyras case, as already settled, Constantine 
declined to reopen, but he ordered the censitor Dalmatius to try the other.’ 
Lauchert * appears to take the Synod of Caesarea as the direct result of this 
command, but Athanasius’s words,® especially when combined with Sozomen’s 
narrative,® make this supposition unlikely, and it is better to separate the Synod 
from the first exposure of Arsenius.’ 

Athanasius, summoned to appear before the court, set his clergy to work 
and succeeded in tracing Arsenius first to the monastery of Ptemencyrcis in the 
Thebaid and finally to Tyre. Arsenius at first denied his identity but on being 
brought before the Bishop of Tyre he confessed the deceit and made his peace 
with Athanasius. John Archaph also apologized to Constantine, who com- 
mended him for so doing and summoned him to court. The truce was, how- 
ever, of very brief duration, and the charges were soon set afoot once more. It 
is rather hard to believe that after their signal defeat the Eusebian-Meletian 
coalition merely reiterated the two accusations already exposed. Athanasius 


1 See the fourth Paschal letter, Migne, P. G., xxvi, 1379. 

* Hilary of Poictiers, iv, p. 53. 

® Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 65. = 05 “BY 

> Apol. c. Ar., 65: ypaer O€ eis thy ’Avtidxerav Aadpatio TH KHVowpL aKovoaL THs MEpl TOU 
ovov dikns. 

6 ii, 23, 25; cf. Socrates, i, 27, who, however, does not mention the Synod of 
Caesarea. 

7 So too Schwartz, G. G. V., 1911, 376, though he is wrong as to the date, of the 
Synod of Caesarea; see below. 

® Athan. Ap0l. ¢ Ar, 70. 
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says nothing of any others, but it appears from Sozomen! that Athanasius had 
already at an earlier period been accused of violence and oppression towards the 
Meletian party, and similar but more detailed charges were found by the historian ? 
in the minutes of the Synod of Tyre. Further evidence of the same kind is con- 
tained in the letter of the Oriental Council of Sardica.? The last source definitely 
states that it was on account of such proceedings (‘ propter haec’ ; this includes 
both the chalice incident and the violence towards opponents) that the Synod of 
Caesarea was summoned. The evidence of 1914 makes it certain that these 
charges were not baseless, and we are probably justified in assuming that after 
each frustrated offensive of his enemies Athanasius allowed himself the luxury of 
reprisals. Hence, while the chalice incident and the case of Arsenius probably 
figured in the agenda of the Synod of Caesarea, we may take it as beyond 
question that the charges of persecution and oppression were among the reasons, 
and were perhaps the principal reason, for the convening of that body. 
Athanasius himself nowhere mentions the Synod of Caesarea. The few 
allusions to it elsewhere are as follows :—Sozomen, ii, 25: *Adavaciw 5& méAw al 
Tv evaytiov emBovdal dvexivovy mpdypara, Kal picos mapa To Bactdet Kareokevace, Kal 
/ >) ne nN ’ ~~ ] ve « \ LA / / 
KaTnyopwy ennyeipe TANOos. Ilap ov dyAovpevos 6 Bacirieds cbvodov yeverOat Tpoce- 
tagev év Kaioapeia ris Madaorivns. Els tv xdndels ovx UmjKovoev, EiceBiov Tod ride 
J 4 \ a a N a b) ? > \ , \ , b Ss , 
emLoKoTrov Kat TOU Nikopndelas kal TOv dud’ avrovs deicas THv oKkatwptay, “AAAQ ToTE 
t , a 2 ies > \ \ , a > iy ; SAN 
Mev, Kaito. ovveddeiy avaykaCouevos, dud robs tpidxovta pias aveBadeto’ peta Oe 
Tadra epodporepoy Biacbels tev eis TUpov. Lbid., ad fin.: edhdovv dé [i.e. the Synod 
of Tyre in a letter to Constantine] ... xa0drt, rob Baciiéws tpoordéavros (Migne 
~ovTos) €v T@ TapehOdvtt eviavT} cvvedOely adrod ydpw cis Kaurdpevay tovs ava rv “Eo 
eTLTKOTOUS, OdK AniLT|TED, em! paKpw Xpdrw TaraLTwpovueyny Tiv cbvodov Wav Kal TOY 
Tov KparobyTos Tpottaypdrov Kkatapporjoas. Theodoret, H.L., i, 28, 2-4: melOover 
‘\ ba} - = x fe / b] a 7 a 7 
67) obv [i. e. the Eusebian party] rov Baotdrda oivodov év Katoapela tis Wadasorivns 
>: lal ” ‘\ / > c lal oy tal iol an XQ > (4 
aOpotcat, evOa OH mAElovs Hoav of dvopevels, Kakeloe KpLOnvat KeAcdoar Tov ’APavdcwor. 
TlewoOels 08 ds tepedown 6 Bacireds, navrdrac. yap jyvde Td Tupevdpueva, TOOTO yeverOat 
mpoceragey. AAA’ 6 Oeios ’"APavdovos, Thy TOv dixaCdvTwy dvopéverav ETLOTAMEVOS, OVX 
jikev els TO ovvedpiov. *Evred0ev dy mAclova mpddacw eis ovkopaytiay aBdvres, Kal 
\ x: Lat 2 / 3 / , BN tal BA / 7 
Tov Kata THs aAnOetas dvadeEdwevor TOAELOV, Tpds Tals GAas Tapavoulats Tupavyidos 
oN \ s Pipse a , 2 t A \ > t 7 2 / 5) , 
avTov Kal OpacvTntos emt TOD Baoiéws eypaavTo’ Kal ov mdymay ths éAridos eyrev- 
” \ \ a > t \ € t \ Tee 50 AS 
aOnoav, “Ex yap 67 TOv cipnuevov Ovpwbels 6 mpadtaros Bacirevs eréarerhev QuT@ THD 
> \ ¢ la \ fal AS ue na ? ° bs / b) 
opynvy vTopativwy kat katadaBelyv tiv Tipov mapeyyvav. ?Exeice yap mpooeragev aOpor- 
fal \ , G , € % ge) t ¢ ta x ia , \ 
cOqvat THY cbvOdOY, dTOTTEvTAS, ws olmat, TOY "ABavdovoy bpopacbat Tiy Katcapéwy d1d 
Tov éxeivns Hyovpevov. Festal Index, year 334 (Migne, ?.G., xxvi, 1352-3): Hoc 
anno visitavit [Athanasius] partes inferiores: quo tempore vocatus fuit Caesaream 
Palaestinae ad synodum, ubi eius inimici fraudulentas machinas struebant ; 
verum ipse insidias praesentiens excusatione usus est, quominus illuc profici- 
sceretur. Letter of Oriental Council of Sardica (Hilary of Poictiers, iv, Pp. 54): 
Nam propter haec necessario concilium apud Caesaream Palaestinam primo 
videtur esse condictum et, cum minime ab ipso vel ab eius satellitibus ad supra- 
dictum concilium occurreretur, post alterum annum in Tyro propter eius facinora 
necessario iterum celebratur. 


9 


ghey? M2. * Hilary of Poictiers, iv, p. 53 f. 
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It will be seen from the foregoing that the Synod was summoned to 
Caesarea, under the presidency of Eusebius, and that Athanasius declined to 
attend on the ground that a body so constituted would not be impartial. It also 
appears clearly that the date was 334. Sozomen indeed, though in the second 
passage he speaks of the Synod of Caesarea as summoned in the year before that 
of Tyre, seems to make the interval one of thirty months, and the Festal Index 
though it correctly places Caesarea in 334, assigns Tyre to 336, thus giving the 
same interval of two years. Schwartz concludes that the Synod of Caesarea 
must have been summoned in February or March of 333,' but 1913 proves him 
wrong. Sozomen’s rpidxoyra wijvas must be due either to corruption in the text 
(\’ for «’ ?) or, perhaps more likely, to the fact that he was counting not from the 
summons to Caesarea but from that to Antioch, when Constantine instructed 
Dalmatius to try the case. If the latter suggestion is correct we have an 
approximate date for the first production of the Arsenius charge. 

Constantine, on the receipt of Athanasius’s refusal, appears to have recog- 
nized the cogency of his plea, but without abandoning the decision to have the 
charges investigated ; and he therefore convened the Synod to Tyre the following 
year, taking advantage of the opportunity afforded by the celebration of his 
Tricennalia at Jerusalem. 

We may now turn to the evidence e 1913. In the first place it definitely 
fixes the date of the Synod of Caesarea. It bears a date corresponding to 
19 March, 334. As the Imperial letters had already been received, while, on the 
other hand, it is not likely that the persons summoned, particularly since they 
belonged to the party which had procured the summoning of the Synod, would 
lose any time in obeying the Emperor’s commands, we may place the actual 
summons about the middle of February or but little earlier. In a phrase which 
may embody a quotation from Constantine’s letter we are told that the object of 
the Synod was zpés didxpiow tept KaBaptopod (rod) dyiov Xproriavixod mAjOovs (? — 
for the reading see 1. 6 f.,n.). An indication is further given as to the scale of 
the Synod: Constantine had summoned twas rijs Alyézrov émirxdmovs re Kal mpeo- 
Sutépovs cal érépovs wodAods Kal éue ody adrois. Pageus was a simple village priest, 
and could not take his seat in the Synod, but he was probably summoned as 
a witness, one of those paprupas moAdods Kar adtod tapecxevacuevouvs ex Tov Ta 
‘Apetov kai MeAutiov dpovodytwy of whom Sozomen (ii, 25) speaks. 

Besides its historical and juristic interest the document has a value for its 
evidence on Egyptian monasticism, since Pageus specifies the duties which his 
deputy was to take over. Unfortunately it is precisely this portion of the 
papyrus which has suffered worst from rubbing, and the text here presented is 
very imperfect. More can be made out by happy conjecture, but in places the 
ink has entirely disappeared, and a quite complete text must inevitably be in 
part merely conjectural. Pageus describes himself merely as ard xéuns ‘Innévev 

. mpeoBurepos, but it is clear from what follows that he was attached to the 


1 G. GN. 1911, 376. Schwartz’s argument is vitiated by two curious blunders. 
Post alterum annum surely means ‘next year’, not ‘two years after’, as Schwartz 
appears to take it; and what justification has he for tendering dé meptor ‘im vorvorigen 


Jahr ’? 
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monastery in some capacity. His successor was to Tpovonoar Kal duocxety Kal 
oikovowety all the affairs of the monastery (a[dlyra ra rh(s) povts] Tpayyara) ; but 
Pageus was hardly an oixovéyos, for he apparently states that Gerontius was to 
appoint the oixovdpor, [ka]@ suoudrnrd pov. The uncertainty of reading makes this 
last point not wholly certain, but whatever be read in |. 14, it is probable that 
Pageus had the right of appointing the olkovduot, and in that case he can hardly 
have been an olkovéuos himself. Possibly he was a dvoxytys, for which title see 
P. Cairo Masp. i, 67021 verso, 16; A. Steinwenter, Scud. PAL XIX. 188, 


‘Trarias Pdaviloly ’On{rdérov Tarp «ov Kat ‘Avkiov ILavdivov rar 


al 


Aaptplo|rdrav Papevad Ky. 
[AvpyaAlios ITayeds “Qpov dd xduns ‘Inmévev rod “HpakXeorod frov 


iS) 


vouod mpeaBurepos ‘tots mpoectaa{t]’ povas fovoxay 


7 ¢ 2 can b) lol A » 
[kaA]oumevns “Afop ovens ev 7h amnAtwTiK® dpt tod dvw Kuvoronretrov. 


w 


4 ~ ea, ? 
Ocioy Baciikay ypaupdrov dvarep- 
2 € \ “n > f 7 ve 4 

4 G[Oév]rov tbrd Tod edoeBeordrov Baciiéos Kevortartivov keAev| blvtT@r 

tTivas THS Alytmrov émicKké- 

‘ 7 \ € 2 ‘ \ 2 \ x > a 

5 tovs Te kal mpecButépovs Kal érépous modrdods Kal ee ouy avrols 

Selene CORUimeeme slo es 5s 1 oS el yea Oe 
6 [a|ravtjoa eis Kaicdpiay tis Wadaorivns Supias mpos didkprow Tep[e] 

kalOapicpod (rod) dytou Xpnoriavikod 


[m]AnOovs emiylonévov pov roatrny ExBaow moioacbar es THY Tpo(ye)- 


~T 


yplalupevn[y] Karcdpiavy mpos amom\n- 

8 [ploow TOV Kekedevopévav dvdyKkyn por yeyévnrat diddox’o'v dvr’ épolt 
klaralo[t}foa dypt THs Euns mapov- 

9 [avjas, (dv 3) otvnga rods povoxods THs Hmerépas porqs em) TapovT{@|y 
ITaraBaeiz[ols mpecBurépov ‘Inmévev 

10 [ka}t’ Ilamvouriov Sidkovos dd TTapwrecrda kai ITpwodros dpyxé ‘ov’ 
povoxod Kal ¢[répwy modAlov, Kai kat... v.. Ovn.. 

ir [Poaly kai nvddcnoay e€ dpovoias éxovolws Kat avdaipérals] Kal adpelra- 
viojr® yvopun Adpydvov Tepdvriov dpo- 

t2 [y]yjody jou adedpov ws duvduevoy tiv ydpayv pov [a]romAnp@loar &xpr 
THs éuns mapovotas is ypovoy 

13 [kal ?| midyra rd rHls) povats] Tpdypata mpovonoat Kal d.otkeiv Kal 
otkovopety [me]pt yey [.]... Kae WE tae Ge b 

14 [..J.. yume. [. J...) Kal... adz[.. oljkovdpous ras poviis ex]A€Eat 
[a0 dpoldrnTd pov, pndepias ‘de’ Kawvoro- 

15 (aMlals yryvolnerlns dolev (rar) mpocofrdirov rhs] povfis aleplh 71a0] 
a. ou7[@ly kai Povdropévov e€edOeiv povoxar 


* This is perhaps supported by the scribal blunder in], 2, The scribe at first wrote 
mpeoBvrepos porns kth, and only inserted rots mpocoraox by an afterthought. Possibly a better 
correction would have been to add rots rpoeor&ac ris abrijs porns in |. 3. 

E 
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ach 30-35 letters lrOae [- -JAL -JeAL - - 
pa spa votes) Repro orge KATAOTATEWS [yleaupla- 

17 To [marax[h emepepoperjov K[all erepwrn dels @pmodbynoa. 

18 [(and h.) Adphruos Ilayeds 6 mplox{(euevos)] éolnpetwloduny. (3rd h.) 
of mplox(ecuevor).]--[. -] Kab... +s Me dt kat Koddoddos Kal Ato- 


oxopl ]8nls] 
19 [ . 
Jo... ¢ Koddoddos eyplaya) (mép) TGy GAN OV) yp(eHHATa) 75) 
20 [efddrwv. (4th h.) kJa? IIpeots [.. .]. exH . + Tov mapnpe 
at [ (5th h.) | . Ilamr[ov@os about 14 letters] 
we. 1U0d[K|(noe). 

2, inmovev; sol. g. ], povayav; sol. 15. 3. 1. dper, Kuvorrodirov. 5. us 
of wodXovs corr. or rewritten. 6. 1. Kardpecav (so 1. 7), Xpeorcavexov. 7. [m]Andous 
erty louevov (I. errevyopevov) : Hunt. 8. klata|o[r loa : Hunt. g. 1. povayovs. 
10. |. dpxatov povaxod. TT, yvouy: Hunt. 12. is xpdvov: Milne; see note. ts 
(1. eis). 13. a[apra ra ri(s) poral s] Tpaypara : Hunt; see note. 14. ex]AeEar : 
Hunt; see note. 16 f. [ylpaupla}efeo: Hunt. 19. After (imep) a long down- 
stroke has been washed out. 21. ivdo[x]/ (?). . 


‘In the consulship of Flavius Optatus, Patrician, and Anicius Paulinus the 
most illustrious, Phamenoth 23. Aurelius Pageus son of Horus, of the village of 
Hipponon in the Heracleopolite nome, priest, to the Priors of the monastery of 
monks called Hathor situated in the eastern desert of the Upper Cynopolite 
nome. Whereas sacred Imperial letters have been sent up by the most pious 
Emperor Constantine ordering certain persons from Egypt, both Bishops and 
priests and many others and myself among them, ... to proceed to Caesarea in 
Palestinian Syria to come to a decision concerning the purgation of the holy 
Christian body and I am desirous to make a journey of this kind to the aforewritten 
Caesarea to fulfil the orders given, it is necessary for me to appoint a deputy in 
my place until my return, (wherefore) I gathered together the monks of our 
monastery in the presence of Patabaeis, priest of Hipponon, and Papnutius the 
deacon of Paminpesla and Préous, former monk, and many others ; and they... 
and approved with unanimity, voluntarily and spontaneously and with irrevocable 
decision, Aurelius Gerontius my full brother as a person fitted to occupy my 
place until my return temporarily (?) [and] to supervise and administer and control 
all the affairs of the monastery, both as regards ... and to choose the stewards 
of the monastery in the same way as myself, and that no innovations shall be 
made without the consent of (?) the priors of the monastery in the matter of the 

_. monks and of those who desire to depart... The deed of appointment is 
valid wheresoever it is produced, and in reply to the formal question I have given 
my consent. I Aurelius Pageus the aforesaid have signed the deed. We the 
aforesaid .. .and...and Colluthus and Dioscorides..,. I Colluthus have written 
on behalf of the others, as they are illiterate. We...and Précuss = sate 
present (?) [and approve?]. I Papnuthius . . - have given my approval.’ 
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I. ‘Yrarias #)avi{ oly ’On[rdrou mar |pi[k]iov : all the dotted letters, though quite possible, 
are in themselves very uncertain and could hardly be read but for the analogy of (e.g.) 
Pe thead, 24 and25. Thev of vxanas iis inferred from a slanting stroke in the top left 
corner of the papyrus, on the assumption that, as not infrequently, the first letter was made 
specially large, extending much above the others. 

ky: y 1s very probable, « on the other hand very dubious, but there are certainly two 
strokes before y, so that « seems out of the question and « is the only alternative. 

2. Hayevs: the name does not occur in Preisigke’s Wamenbuch, but may very likely be 
identical with the well-known Maeds. For the insertion of interyocalic y see E. Mayser, 
Gramm. der gr. Papyrt, p. 168 ; ch, e.g., P. Oxy. xvi, 1928 verso, 12, Aéyovra = Révvra. It 
is improbable, however, that the name is to be equated with Maiods, which occurs so 
regularly in the letters that we cannot suppose Paiéous to have called himself Mayeis. 

3. [kad Jouuévns: there is not really room for «ad, but the reading can hardly be doubted. 
«a does not seem to have been written in ]. 2, for though the papyrus is much rubbed at the 
end of that line some traces at least of any letters there should be visible. It may be 
suspected that the scribe, who was given to omissions, actually wrote Aouyevns, forgetting 
that he had not written «a in |. 2, 

“A@op: it had been suggested by Mr. Crum, even before [kad Joupérns was read, that the 
letters aop were to be connected with the Meatewp of 1920, 2. There can be no doubt 
that this is the same place as that, and thus 1913 gives us the provenance of the whole 
collection. “Aéop seems not to occur in any hitherto published text. 

4. Keev[dprov: Or -ros, agreeing with Kevorayrivov, but the plural, agreeing with 
yeappatey, is more natural and seems a possible reading. 

5. The end of this line is practically hopeless, but the scanty traces might suffice to test 
a conjectural restoration. The e at the beginning of the undeciphered portion is very 
probable. Since [diravrjoa in |}. 6 is all but certain, a verb is not required here, but the 
line may end in oulp (cuvararrijcac). 

6 f. mpos duixpiow «ry: it is unfortunate that there is any uncertainty in the reading of 
so crucial a passage, but the reading adopted, though it may at first seem objectionable, is 
difficult to escape from. Svdxpuow may be taken as certain. After it me iS extremely 
probable, and a small trace above 1. 7 to the right of the o of mpo(ye)ypla]uzevn[v] cannot, if 
that reading be adopted rather than mpokinerny (see note there), be part of 1. 7 and suggests 
the bottom of a p. Hence zepé is a natural reading. apwpov is certain except for the oa, 
which is much preferable to 6 (dpc6u0d), and the character. before it must be either 8 or 6 (ep 
is sometimes made in a similar way in late Byzantine texts but never in 1913). Of the two 
@ is slightly the better reading, and 8 would necessitate Bap |Bapicyod, which suits neither the 
space nor the context. If @ be read we can hardly escape xa@apurnov. After the v, mov is 
suggested, but this is hopeless, and dyiov is perfectly possible (for the form of a cf., e. g., 
the a of [a]ravrjoa or either a of Tlakaorivns). After this Xpyoreavixod seems certain (for the 
n cf.1919, 32, n.). In. 4 e[ylouevov, though several of the individual letters are doubtful, 
is almost certain, and gives the required sense ; [m]\y@ovs on the contrary is excessively 
dubious and is read merely exemplt gratia, It suits the space (better, e.g., than [y|évous, 
which could also be read) and can be reconciled with the confused traces, though they do 
not suggest it; .»..os is the most obvious reading. Anéous too, though an understandable, 
is not the most natural word in the context. Apart from this the reading adopted seems 
highly probable, though it must be confessed that the wording is peculiar. The objections 
to it are that (1) ded«piow, which here must mean a decision or judgement, goes curiously 
with what follows, (2) ka@apwpod is an unexpected word, (3) the omission of rod is 
objectionable. As regards the last point it may be noted that the scribe was much given 
to omissions. In ]. 7 rqv is expected, but was not written, before rovavrny (Cf. too dpoymorov 
without rév in ]. rr), and there are certain examples of omission in ll. 2 (‘rois Tpoeoraa(c]’), 
8 (duddox' o'r), 10 (dpxe" ov’), 13 (end; see note), 14 (‘8c’), and probable ones in ll. 3 
([Kad Joupérns ; see note), 7 (mpo(yeyyp{a]unevn[v]), 9 (av é)), 13 (ri(s)). Oudkpiow is appropriate 
in itself, for the Synod of Caesarea was of the nature of a judicial assembly, and as to 
xaSapicyod, the word seems to suit Constantine’s conception of its functions very well. We 
have not indeed his letter convening the Synod, but the following passage from that 
convening the Synod of Tyre in the following year (Eusebius, Visa Const., iv, 42) is 
Significant: med) dé ovx bytovs diAoverkias olorp@ tives eXavydpevor . .. Ta mdvra ovyxeey 
emixepovow, Smep mdons ormpopas eréxewa kexopnkévar por Soxet, robrov xaptv O€ovras spas, rd rod 

EQ 
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Adyou, mporperopas Xwpis Twos bmepbéoews cis tavtd gvvdpapelv, mAnpOoat tv ovvodov, emapovat 
rois xpyCovau émixovplas, Tos ddedors tdoag Oat kivduvetovras, eis dudvorav emava- 
yayeiy ra Oregt ota Tay pehoy, dScopOwcac Gat Ta mAnppedAovmEva Cws KaLpOS ETLETPETEL, 
«tk. Such a phrase as «is kafapuopov rov dylov Xptotiaxod mAnbovs seems quite consonant 
with Constantine’s style ; the combination of it with mpés dudkpuow may be due to the scribe. — 

7. mpo(ye)ypla|unérn[y]: between apo and the downstroke taken as p there is certainly 
not room for yey, and it is therefore an obvious suggestion that mpoxip]é[v] should be read. 
‘A trace of ink above the line might be part of «, and the downstroke would suit « as well as 
p, but the traces after the lacuna (where the upper layer of papyrus has disappeared) do not 
at all suit the reading ¢vy, but suggest rather pyern (though this too is very indistinct). 
Hence it is better to suppose that the scribe, more swo, has omitted two letters. The ink 
above the line must therefore be assigned to the p of zep[é] in 1. 6. 

8. dvr’ polo: ov twa or twa pov is impossible, but the reading in the text is far from 
certain. abrd[pxn] (Milne) is almost equally possible. K\ara|g[7 joa, which the traces alone 
are insufficient to establish, is confirmed by 1. 16. 

9. (3° 6): something like this seems required. The exact word or phrase is of course 
uncertain. 

fuerépas: it is not necessary to emend to sperépas, since Pageus was clearly attached 
in some way to the pov7. 

Harafacirfolg: the reading is very probable, and is perhaps supported by 1914, 1, where 
the same person may be addressed. 

10. Hayvmécda: the reading is probable and better than Tlakwréodka Or Tawwréoda, 
though these are not quite excluded. The place is apparently unknown, though a village 
Pesla (or rather two villages, avo and xéro) is known in the Hermopolite nome (Pedsipe. 
54, 4; Flor. 50, 65; Amh. ror, 7s 

Ilpwotros : identical with Mpavoiy of 1914, 52°? But [pwoty cannot be read there, and 
since Lpwods was a ‘former monk’ the identification is not specially likely. 

car... ¥.. On. (? cap: difficult, and no likely reading has suggested itself. «ar and 
v are probable ; vy are very uncertain, and the combination 47 is rather intractable, but it 
is inserted in the text because it is the most obvious reading of the characters. The last 
letter of 1. 10 iss, 7, or v. If €[répwy modd]ov, a probable reading in itself, be rejected, this 


11. addapérals|: the s of éxovgiws is certain, and though s is entirely lost here, the has 
a ligature at the end, so that at@apérals] is preferable to avOapéero. 
12. is ypsvov: doubtful and not really required but the easiest reading of the characters. 


[me]pi wey [.|... eagy..: the letter following « may well be a, but the next one comes 
rather low for s; ov could be read. [melpi péy is a likely reading. In the undeciphered 
passage following something was omitted, and at least three letters, ending with x, have been 
added above the line. 

14. The traces rather strongly suggest «at ro[d]s adr[ovs oi]korgyous, but nO oikovdpor have 
been mentioned previously, and Prof. Hunt conjectures some such reading aS kai emt To 
abtiév kth, énl r@ itself is however impossible. ; 

éx|\eEar: the space would better suit kara|déa, but é«/AgEa is a likelier word, and seems 
possible if we suppose the oex to have been spread out. 

15. yeyvo pev|ys: the context makes this almost necessary, but the reading is excessively 
uncertain, The first letter is a good y, but what follows is not at all easy to reconcile with 
tyvo (or evo) and the characters after the defaced patch are very unlike ys, though they can 
perhaps be read so at need. After thisa. [ can easily be read, and since the small trace is 
consistent with », dev is a not unlikely reading. poec]ra[ray is suggested by the context, 
but involves the supposition that the scribe has again omitted a word. 

16. [. - Aj. .JeA| : some case of éddkAnpos is suggested, and there may be only one letter 
between the first A and x, but the word seems inappropriate here. ‘The three dotted letters 
are all of them easy to read. 

17. The second half of this line was left blank, the subscriptions beginning in |. 18. 

18. of mplok(e(pevor): neither Colluthus nor Dioscorides has been named in the body of 
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the contract. Probably therefore these are the mpocorares of |. 2 or some of them. Pageus 
signed first, then the poeoréres jointly, then the witnesses. If the hand in 1. 19 is the same 
as here (see note) Colluthus signed for all, As regards the readings here, the first kai is 
very probable, the third certain, but the second is dubious. The characters are indeed 
very like those of the third kai, but & is a curious ending for a name. It is hardly possible 
to read kat Maijodg Ackai(ov) (cf. 1921, 32, and intr.). 

Avockop|i|dx[s|: this seems clearly the reading rather than Acécxopoy (cf. 1916, 3; 1918, 
4; 1921, 23). 

19. In view of the context it is preferable to take this as the same hand as in 1. 18, 
but it must be admitted that though the ovéos is fairly similar, some letters and the general 
appearance of the script differ somewhat from the hand of ]. 19. The symbol for irép is 
of unusual shape, rather like that for rédayroy at this period. Though a lacuna is marked 
in the text before ¢. ..s there are isolated traces here and there, too small for any 
reading. 

20. A large uncial hand, evidently that of a writer not expert with his pen. There is 
room for o between x and », which, as a may follow p, suggests [bro |Sex[o|ua, but the word 
is not suitable here. Prof. Hunt suggests that sapnue may be for mépes, followed in 1. 21 
by [kai edSox (for the latter word see the second subscription in that line). 


PAPYRUS 1914.—-May-June, A.D. 335(?). 
Inv, No. 2487. 23°6 x 28-2 cm, 


Acquired in 1922. Dark brown papyrus but with bands of lighter colour. Worm- 
eaten on the left side, with smaller holes in many places; verso rubbed in several lines. 
Written in a good upright cursive hand, fairly large and not much compressed at the 
beginning but growing smaller and more cramped as the writer proceeded, particularly on 
the verso ; on both sides along the fibres, the writing on the verso being at right angles to 
that on the recto. Black ink of a greyish tint. The address is at the bottom edge of the 
verso, the reverse way up. Facsimile of recto: Plate II. 


This letter is historically the most important of the whole archive and 
indeed may well claim to rank among the primary authorities for the ecclesias- 
tical history of Egypt in the fourth century. The writer, Callistus, was doubtless 
a Meletian monk or cleric, and he gives a circumstantial account of the sufferings 
of his fellow Meletians at the hands of Athanasius’s adherents and of Athanasius 
himself. ; 

The style of the letter is unfortunately awkward and at times obscure; and 
moreover a private letter, the writer of which, referring to matters familiar to his 
correspondent, does not need to be as definite as an historian, is always apt to be 
a little difficult of comprehension to those unacquainted with the circumstances. 
Hence it is not surprising that parts of our letter are by no means clear and 
admit of more than oneinterpretation. The Greek is indeed not exactly illiterate ; 
the spelling, though often inaccurate, shows few of the wilder vagaries character- 
istic of uneducated writers, and the syntax is as a rule intelligible. Nevertheless 
there are features in the style which suggest that Callistus was a Copt and not 
wholly at home in Greek. Such are: the repetition of a word or phrase without 
a connecting particle or conjunction, ll. 9-10, 7A@acw éportes . . ., olvdpevor 
nrAOacwv ; the omission of any connecting word in |. 38, rodr’ ody jKoveev "APavacios 
... mavu Gbvuet "APavacvos; and the writer’s habit of inserting an explanatory or 
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supplementary clause without a conjunction, as in Il. 24 (émolnoav, xrad.), 48 
("Eyus, x7A.). 

Many features of grammar and style are, however, familiar enough in later 
Greek. Such are: the use of the definite article for the relative pronoun (ra 
évd0apuev, 1. 3); the confusion of the prepositions of motion and rest (amjABaow 

».év TH porn, 1.15 f.; mpoepOiv ev rois atyvos, 1. 17 f.; eds abrots éorw, 1. 48); the 
tendency to normalize verbal forms, introducing a into the second aorist (érdOayer, 
l. 35 edpay, 1. 13; @£€Badav, 1. 14; &c.), and o into the conjugation of dtvaya 
(dvvovrat, |. 5); the confusion of perfect and aorist (jpxay, -ev, ll. 12, 36, for jpar, -ev ; 
cf. the ending in #A@aow) ; the accusative ending -av for -a (narépav, |. 52) ; the fond- 
ness for rod with the infinitive in place of a subordinate clause (4 fudpar yap low Tod 
AaBiv avirods avrds, l. 59); the use of the genitive absolute for the subject of the 
sentence (éySdvtwy avréy ebpay, 1.13, but see note ad loc. ; éveBdd(e)ro .. . ds adrod 
dnwdnpobvros, 1. 39 f.); the use of participles without a principal verb (1. 17 f.) or 
the insertion of a cai between participle and principal verb (1. 8 f.); &c. Among 
orthographical peculiarities, apart from the common confusions of 1 and e, « and 
al, o and w, may be mentioned: confusion of 8 and ¢ (etka, 1. 6); € for « 
(‘Hpaxdéov, 1. 3 f.); 1 for ae (h, 1. 59), € (jotv, 1. 16) and v (dvoavres, 1. 19; Tuph, 
1. 50); 01 for v (povdaky, |. 44); v for B (edddun, 1.47); p for X (mpoepOiv,1. 17) ; the 
omission of y from the combination yy or y« (dvayida, 1. 5; mapnyidar, 1. 22; 
qveker, ll. 40, 42); &c. 

It remains to determine the date of the letter and the circumstances in which 
it was written. Athanasius was clearly at the time in actual possession of the 
see of Alexandria, and the letter therefore cannot have been written during one 
of his periods of exile. On every ground, as will be seen from what follows, we 
may further exclude his later tenures of the see, after his return from his third 
exile. The period, however, between his second and third exiles may also be 
ruled out; for though during the earlier part of that period he enjoyed compara- 
tive tranquillity, it is not very likely that, with bitter enemies intriguing against 
him and under an Emperor unfriendly to him personally and of notoriously 
Arian sympathies, he would give a handle against himself by instituting or 
permitting such proceedings as 1914 reveals.1 The date of the letter must fall 
therefore before March 19 of A.D. 339 or 340,” when the second exile began. 
But it is possible with practical certainty to narrow the period yet further. It 
seems clear from several passages of the letter that though Athanasius still 
possessed power enough not only to instigate but even (if the wording of ll. 42-8 
can be taken literally) himself to carry out measures against the Meletians, yet 
his position was far from secure, and he felt himself seriously threatened. There 


4 


* Sozomen (iii, 21) states that after his return from his second exile Athanasius ots pév 
éyva Ta “Apeiou ppovodvras, kabeidey, ois 5€ adds eSokipace, ras éxkAnolas émérpewe, kal Thy mlorw 
rns ev Nixaia ovvddov; and it was said (Aéyerar) that even en roufe for Egypt he took similar 
steps in other provinces, which was made a ground of accusation against him. But the 
letter of the Oriental Council of Sardica (Hilary of Poictiers, iv, p. 54 f.) shows that the 
reference in the second sentence and probably that in the first should really be to the return 
from the first exile. Even if anything of the kind occurred after the return from the second 
exile, such measures were very different from those referred to in 1914. 
2 For the question of date see Lauchert (who chooses 340), p. 152, note 124. 
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is no trace in our tradition of such insecurity during the early years of his 
episcopate, and indeed it is very unlikely that till their alliance with the Eusebian 
party the Meletians were strong enough to constitute a real menace. This 
alliance was probably not formed till late in 330.1. Hence we may regard the 
latter part of 330 and Easter of 340 as the extreme limits of time for our letter. 
Parts of this period are, however, ruled out. In consequence of the accusations 
of the Meletians Athanasius was summoned to court, probably towards the end 
of 331,” and did not return till after Easter of 332. Again, he left Alexandria on 
July 11, 335, to attend the Synod of Tyre; and since he was banished after it, 
he did not return till Nov. 23, 337. Now, though our letter is itself undated, it 
does date certain of the events it records. Isaac’s visit to Heraiscus occurred on 
Pachon 24 (May 19); Athanasius banished the bishops on Pachon 27 (May 22); 
Heraiscus was imprisoned till Pachon 28 (May 23). It is quite clear that the 
letter was written shortly after the events recorded, i.e. late in May or early in 
June. Hence the possible years, before Athanasius’s first exile, are 331, 332, 
333, 334, 335. The fact that 1913 is dated in 334 makes it preferable to place 
1914 also before the first exile rather than after it, but this consideration is not 
in itself decisive, and we must consider whether any evidence can be discovered 
in the letter itself to justify a nearer dating. 

The situation revealed is roughly as follows: Athanasius was anxious and 
despondent, partly in consequence of reports which reached him from abroad. 
Among these was one concerning a Macarius, whom apparently the Emperor 
had ordered to be taken into custody. A certain Archelaus, a second person 
whose name is lost, and Athanasius son of Capito, a priest already known to us 
from Athan., Afol. c. Ar., set out from Egypt with the intention of carrying off 
(amoondoa, 1. 34) Macarius, i.e., apparently, of delivering him from justice, and 
also bearing defamatory letters against an Alexandrine named Heraiscus; but 
‘Apa Johannes’, hearing a report of this at Antioch (see, however, 1. 34, n.), 
came and seized them and placed them in custody. The news of Archelaus’s 
imprisonment caused Athanasius great despondency. He was contemplating 
(apparently, from 1. 38, as a result of repeated summonses) going abroad, and had 
actually embarked his baggage, but could not make up his mind to the step, and 
had removed his baggage from the ship. Nevertheless, though evidently in 


! Epiphanius, ddv. Haer., Ixviii, 5-6, makes the Meletians, persecuted by AJlexander 
(see above, p. 40 f.), attempt an appeal to the Emperor and after their failure conclude an 
alliance with Eusebius, but he gives no date, though the word xpovorp:Bjaa seems to imply 
some interval between the two events. Socrates (i, 27) seems to place the alliance after the 
letter of Constantine ordering Athanasius to receive Arius into communion (Athan., Aol. c. 
Ar., 59), whereas Sozomen (ii, 21-2) implies the reverse order. That there was no 
serious threat to Athanasius till the latter half of 330 may be inferred from a comparison 
of his second and third Festal Letters; see Schwartz, G.G.V., to11, 371, and cf. 
Lauchert, p. 41. 

? A. Robertson, Wc. and Post-Nic. Fathers, iv, p. xxxviii, dates his departure late in 
330, but this seems improbable ; there is nothing in the third Festal Letter to imply that 
he was outside Egypt. The Kephalaion for 331 (Migne, P. G., xxvi, 1352) is wrong in 
saying that the letter for that year was written during Athanasius’s return from the court 
(this is due to confusion with Letter iv) but may be correct in the statement that ‘hoc anno 
perrexit in comitatum’. 
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a precarious position, he was carrying on an active campaign against the 
Meletians. The attack on Isaac, Bishop of Letopolis, and others on the evening 
of Pachon 24 is attributed not to him but to his partizans, to soldiers, and to the 
pracpositus castrorum; but |. 29 testifies to the ‘distress’ he was causing to the 
Meletians, and in ll. 42-8 a catalogue of his high-handed measures is given. 
He had imprisoned one of the Bishops of Lower Egypt in the meat market, 
a priest of the same district in the applicitum, and a deacon in the principal 
prison, and had banished or procured the banishment of (ézoiycev . .. amodnufhoat, 
1, 47) seven Bishops ; moreover, as the imprisonment and scourging of Heraiscus 
are mentioned in the middle of this recital, it is natural to suppose that Athanasius 
was responsible, directly or indirectly, for those measures. 

The situation strongly suggests the time immediately preceding the Synod 
of Tyre in 335. The year 331, when, as we have seen, Athanasius was summoned 
to court to answer the charges of the Meletians, would suit the references to his 
impending but delayed departure ; but we have no reason to suppose that his 
journey began till towards the end of the year, whereas the present letter was 
clearly written in May or June. On the other hand his departure for the Synod 
of Tyre occurred on July 11, which suits our letter excellently. Moreover, in 
connexion with the Synod of Tyre we hear, not indeed from Athanasius himself, 
who doubtless thought it inexpedient to mention charges which he could not 
wholly deny, but from Sozomen, of violence towards the Meletians.1 We do not 
know indeed to what exact date these charges refer, but it is natural to suppose, 
with Schwartz,? that after his return from Nicomedia in 332, fresh from his 
triumph over his accusers and fortified by a letter from the Emperor, he thought 
it a favourable opportunity to settle his account with his Meletian adversaries in 
Egypt; a settlement all the more desirable as the recent attack on him had 
shown him what a danger they might become. - He seems to have followed up 
his return from his first exile with a vigorous offensive against his enemiés,? and 
analogy suggests that he acted similarly after his return from court in 332. But 
if the events recorded in 1914 occurred after 332 (and 332 itself is ruled out, for 
he cannot have contemplated going abroad again in May or June of that year), 
the reference to his intended departure points clearly to either 334 or 335. 
Athanasius was summoned to the Synod of Caesarea, as 1918 shows, in February 
or early March, 334, but refused to attend on the ground that the assembly was 
biased. He may have hesitated before coming to this decision, but our authorities 
do not state this, and the end of May is rather a long time after the summons. 
Even on this ground then it seems better to place 1914 in 335, before the Synod 


' See above, p. 47, note 2. The letter of the Oriental Council of Sardica, there referred 
to (note 3), may be quoted: ‘ Accusatus praeterea est de iniuriis, violentia, caede, atque zpsa 
episcoporum internicione [ Arsenius]. Quique etiam diebus sacratissimis paschae tyrannico 
more saeviens duczbus [cf. 1914, 9 | atque comitibus iunctus, quique propter ipsum akguos in 
custodiam recludebant, aliguos vero verberibus flagellisque vexabant, ceteros diversis tormentis 
ad communionem eius sacrilegam adigebant’, &c.; so too §7: ‘in episcoporum exitiis 
innocentiumque fratrum persecutione horrendus’. On these charges see Fr. Loofs, Theol. 
Studien und Kritiken, 1909, 287 f. 

te GeV g OE, 3740 

* Sozomen, iii, 2, 5; Hilary of Poictiers, iv, p. 55. 
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of Tyre, especially as we know that Athanasius decided to appear at the latter 
only after long hesitation and under strong pressure.! But there is an additional 
argument. In ll. 30-2 (see note) there is apparently a reference to the arrest of 
Macarius, whom we know to have been seized and placed in chains on the 
Emperor’s order as a preliminary to the Synod of Tyre. Several other pieces of 
evidence make a date before that Synod extremely probable, though they do not 
definitely favour 335 as against 334. The two persons (other than Athanasius 
himself) who can be identified with certainty are Isaac, Bishop of Letopolis, and 
Athanasius son of Capito. The former (1.6, n.) clearly played a prominent part at 
Tyre and in the events leading up to the Synod, and the latter (1. 33, n.) was exiled 
at or after it. Moreover, the ‘Apa Johannes’ of 1, 34 (see note) is probably to be 
identified with the Meletian leader John Archaph, and it is natural enough to find 
him at Antioch in either 334 or 335. He was exiled after the Synod of Tyre. 
Finally, the Archelaus who attempted with two confederates to rescue Macarius 
may be a person of that name mentioned by several of our authorities in con- 
nexion with the Synod of Tyre. There are considerable difficulties in this, but, as 
Suggested in the note on |. 32 f., there may have been a confusion between an agent 
of Athanasius called Archelaus and an Imperial official of the same name. 

The last argument is, no doubt, extremely dubious, but the others are 
weighty, and the general result of the discussion is to make it highly probable 
that 1914 is to be dated May-June, 335. The letter thus, and indeed in any 
case, acquires great historic interest as giving us new light on the events which 
preceded the Synod of Tyre; and its value is the greater because it comes from 
the Meletian side, whereas, the Catholic party having eventually triumphed, the 
literary tradition chiefly 2 represents their standpoint. We are now enabled to 
see the other side of the picture. It was always suspicious that Athanasius, 
while dwelling on the charges concerning the chalice and Arsenius, which he 
could refute, says nothing of those which accused him of violence and oppression 
towards the Meletians. The reason is now clear: these charges were in part 
true. That he was himself responsible for the violence of the soldiery on the 
evening of Pachon 24 Callistus does not state, and it is not probable; but we 
may doubt whether he took much trouble to prevent such outrages, and he is 
definitely charged with imprisoning the schismatics and with other high-handed 
measures. Very important too is what Callistus tells us of the attempt to carry 
off Macarius. He does not indeed allege that the three would-be kidnappers 
were commissioned by Athanasius, but he does state that Athanasius was very 
despondent when he heard of Archelaus’s arrest, and it is hardly conceivable that 
the confederates can have acted without at least his tacit consent. We must 
conclude that there was a germ of truth in the picture given of Athanasius by 
his enemies as a self-willed, unruly man, apt to treat even the Imperial authority 
with contempt. 

1 Sozomen, ii, 25: pera S€ raira apodporepoy BiacGels fev eis Topoy; Athan., Apol. 
Cama, 71, enol Se ypader [i. e. Constantine ] kat dvaykny éemitiOnow® adore Kal &kovtas nas 
amoareAXeo Oat. 

* Not entirely ; e.g. Epiphanius obviously used, among others, a source favourable to 


Meletius ; and Hilary of Poictiers has preserved the letter of the Oriental Council of Sardica, 
We have, too, fragments of the Arian Philostorgius. 
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Yet it must not be forgotten that the letter of Callistus also is an ex parte 
statement. The facts he relates can hardly be doubted, but they may have had 
a justification which he does not allow to appear. And in any case it. would be 
unfair to found on these and similar facts a general condemnation of Athanasius, 
though we admit faults in his character and errors in his conduct. Both sides 
were tarred with the same brush: the leaders of both were for the most part 
conspicuously lacking in the virtue of Christian charity towards their opponents ; 
both were apt to be disingenuous in their controversial methods and, while very 
quick to complain of persecution when it was directed against themselves, quite 
willing to practise it against others ; and both were prepared to accept the help 
of the secular authority, though they denounced any reliance upon it by the 
opposite side. A fair and critical judgement between Athanasius and _ his 
opponents must rest on a consideration, not of such details, but of total 
personality and of the main issues at stake. 
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Verso: 
> ? 
Bovdbpuevor drroomdce Maxdpuov, 7 pdors ody admedOny mpds dma Iwdvynv 
b > A 
ev Avtioxia 
oy x - > \ , ’ * y \ Peis 4 \ 
nrOev Kal mdoas adrtods Kkarécyey avtovs, émidy emi oukopavTia Kat 
Owed noav ypdav- 
res kata ‘Hpacicxov, kai avros ‘Apyédaos 7a y(p)dupata npkev eo. 


‘O Oeds ovv émroinoev 


kal rods tpis, €é@ Kal exe eo. Todr odv Hxovoev Adavdoros drt 
; : 
ApyxéAaos 


cuverxéOn, wavy abvpe? Adavdowos. IloA\ax@s obv 7AOav emi 


abtov Kal péxpis viv odk amedhunoev: éveBddroro dé] Ta oKkevn avrod 
ev TH Oa- 

Adoon os adtod dmwdnpodvTos, Kal méAwv eis SedtEpoy Hvely\Kev Ta oKEDY 
amd tod mdotov, pi Bovdduevos almlodnuticiait] ........ War.. 
4 5 wv y 

eyplalye <iva 

Tom i 2 : 7 - J) 2 BA x 2 7 log me o 
yvoita év mroia Orit eopév: tvely)Kev yap emloKoToy THS KaT@ Xapas 

\ vd f Meo. 2 cal iA \ - a 5) lod n~ 
kal ouvéxriwev adtov ev TO pakédAw, Kal mpecBiTEpoy TaY avT@V pEpoV 

——— t ree Te Cas ee ee el ce 
w, \ fy 3 a > 7 ‘ , d a 7 
ouvéxAicey Kal avroy év 76 amdtkito Kal Oidkova ev TH peyioTy 
ON lal \ (< 
PorrAaky, KaL mexpLs 
ths dyddns Kai eixkddos tod Ilayay pnvos cai ‘Hpacioxos ovvKexdope- 
3 b\ 3 ee lod > ~ X\ cal - -~ er 
vos éorlvy é& tH mapeuBorAf—evdyapicTo pev 7 Seomdrn Oe@ Ort 
bs 2 ¢ 
érravOnoay € mAn- 
A. id > 5 eae \ im 5 66 N > £0 2 - > va eg ud é 
yal as elyev—kal ent Th évddun Kal eixddr eroinoey emiaKoTrous EnTa amTo0N- 
bijou “Ems xat Ilérpos es adtots éoriv, vids TovBéoris, Mr aye 
Anontat ovy 

mept Hpav, &dedpor, emidy TA Wopia adjkay dnicw, iva du Tov emi- 
oKoTroy py- 

mas téw apbj iva tupn adita per atrod. “Eyd yap ayopdfav aprous 
eis Ola- 

> aS 

Tpopiy nydpaca aptéBnv aitov (raddvrwv) 0, “Emay ovv ebpytat 
elOnpwva diro- 

orihaté por dAlya wopula, Aomdfoue tov tatépav pov IIpavoty kai 
TavTAasS TOUS 

> ~ 

adedpovs tos dvras per avdtod Kal Oéova tov didkwva kai Zampiova 
Kat ‘Qpioava 

kat Ilarvotrw Kat dra Sappdtnv cai Iadpwv kai Iliép cal Evdatpova 
kai ana Tpipova 

kal Tepévtiov xat dra ‘Tépaxay kal dma ‘Edevav kal dra Apnoby kat 
dma Tian cai Kopynjdu 

kat Ilicdrw Kat KoddodOov kai “Iwoim Kal ta radia attod Kal ives. 

> 

M1 adperrjons ovv, 
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57 mwaTnp, amootiiat mpos Waeiv amd Tepot evexev ths adptéBns tod airov, 
Kal troinoov , 

58 Tovav amo Tapotpm iva kai adros dmédOn els Tapotpm evexey ris 
aptaéBns tod cirou: 

59 9 Huepae ydp «low Tod AaBiv avrods aitds. "Aomdoue Tlad\ov rov 
avayveotny Kal dia 

60 ’Hdia\v Kal ‘AvovBaév péyay kai “AvovBav puxpdy Kal IIapodtw kai 
Tirovnv Kal ra matdia avtod Kal “Op ; 

61 amd Tovpvaxoy Kai mdvras tods ddeAgods advtod rods per avTod kai 
IIamvotrw Kat Aeo- 

62 vidny rov adedpoy alvir[od] Kai tov addedpov Tov aAAov Tov per’ adTdv. 

At the foot, the opposite way up: 
63 “A[ra Ilainot cai IaraBeir] [m(apa)] Ka(A)Alorov. 


I. maijod (the stroke of a is extended through the « to o, making it appear like or 7), 
mataBeir, ka AucTos. 2. 1. ywoaoker, 3. Probably exivy; 1. éxetvy (so 1. 28). 
], “Hpaknetov. 4. wtpas. 5. lL dvayyeida. 6. 1. eketvnv, cikads, toak. 
7. 1. “Hpaicxov (and so in every case), ’Adeéavdpeia. 8. yevoav@a; the stroke is 
perhaps accidental. 9. |. orpariwras. 10. 1. oivdpevot, cvykdeioavtes (So 1, 17). 
TI. |. orpari@ra.. 12. KeN’ Aas, 13. 1. éxelvav, réocapas. 14. |. aivappdes; see 
note. 15. 1. Nexorddews, €xBareiv. 16. 1. eioiv, wévre, ekel. aN \ovs. Teele 
mpoehOetv. 18. Tow avyvos. o of poe corr. ; 1. pai. 1g. |. “Hpakheidnv djoartes. 
20. |, évéretNav, emamrethovpevol, aitiav, v Of povaxovs corr. from « (?). 21. |, elacas, 
poy. an’ Aov, ap pova, 22. |. cuvéxdevoav, mapyyyeduy, abt. OBS Gedhids, oi| 
dvo0: Hunt. 24. 1. deAavOjvac (Hunt). —Szerp[-ype|vor: Milne. 25. |. emAumovpeba, 
amen Oeiv. 26. |. orpatioray emepwer. 24. €mapownOny. 28. tn’nwepa, eNAn», 
29. |. aOupei, mapéxer, ypapdpeva, kaparov: Hunt. 30. |. acess, emevdy (so Il. 35, 
49). ev To. 31. Kopuirare. 32. ivas so Il. 49, 50, 58. 33. vlov. avis Jk 
amoordcat, amndev, “Avrioxeia. iwav’ynv, 35. I. dewa. 36. yap’ para. ae Me 
tpeis. e€xe: Hunt; 1. eve. 39. 1. éveBadero or -Aaro. Gadao’on. 40. 1. dmodn- 
podvros. ive(y)xev ta oxevn : Hunt. Ade lo wa: 42. 1. yvoire, Odtver. 43. 1. ow- 
ék\evoev (so 1, 44). paked’ho. 44. 1, dudkova (so |. 53), pudaky. 45. a of rayov 
corr. from o, The second « of ouveexAiopevos corr. from dk; |, cuyKekdewpevos. 
46. 1, ai. 47. 1. €Bddun. « of drodnpnoa re-made. 48. 1.”Euns (but see note), 
TouBeariov (-ias 2), dueAnonre. 50. |. rnpi. 51. |. nydpaca, evpyre eidnpova drooret\are. 
52. 1. domdgopa; sol. 59. 0 Of mpavovy (see note) corr. from « or «. The writer perhaps 
began to write cai too soon. 53. 1. O¢wva. 54. 1. Evdaipova. 55. tepaxav. 
56. First A of coAdovOov corr. from 7. twonr. 57. 1. warep, arooreida, 59. |. ai 
(see note), AaPeiv. 61. 1. Acwvidnr. 62. aNAov. 


‘To my beloved brother Apa Paiéou and Patabeit, priests, Callistus greet- 
ing in the Lord God. We wish you to know the events which have occurred 
here ; for you heard at the time what we suffered that night at the house of 
Heraclius the recorder. For there were also certain brethren of them that came 
to you with us in the house and they can themselves inform you of what 
occurred. Well, after that day, on the twenty-fourth of Pachon, Isaac the 
Bishop of Letopolis came to Heraiscus at Alexandria, and he desired to dine 
with the Bishop in the Camp. So the adherents of Athanasius, hearing of it, 
came bringing with them soldiers of the Dux and of the Camp; they came in 
a drunken state at the ninth hour, having shut the Camp, wishing to seize both him 
and the brethren. So certain soldiers who were in the Camp and had the fear of 
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God in their hearts, hearing of it, took them and hid them in the store-chambers 
in the Camp; and when they could not be found they went out and found four 
brethren coming into the Camp; and they beat them and made them all bloody, 
so that they were in danger of death, and cast them forth outside Nicopolis. 
After they had cast them forth they departed again to the Gate of the Sun, to 
the hostel in which the brethren are entertained, and they seized five others 
there and confined them in the Camp in the evening; and they shut them up 
till the praepositus came out to the guard-room towards morning; and the 
pracpositus and the scribe took them and he ordered them to be cast forth out 
of Nicopolis; and Heraclides the keeper of the hostel they bound and mal- 
treated, threatening and enjoining him: ‘For what reason did you admit the 
monks of the Meletian party into the hostel?’ Another brother Ammon, who 
was in the Camp and himself receives the brethren, they shut up in the Camp, 
forbidding him to receive monks in his house. For there is no other brother 
but these two who receives the brethren; they made them play the coward. 
So we are greatly afflicted, being separated by them each in his own place ; and 
so we are troubled that they will not suffer us to depart to the papas Heraiscus 
and visit him; for on the night in which the brethren were maltreated the 
praepositus of the soldiers sent a report to the Bishop saying: ‘I sinned and was 
drunken in the night, in that I maltreated the brethren’. And that day he had 
a service said, though he is a Gentile, on account of the sin which he committed. 
Athanasius is very despondent, and on his side he causes us distress by reason of 
the writings and the reports that come to him from abroad, since the Emperor, 
having found Macarius abroad at court, . . . to -yrus writing ... that having 
bound him and ...he should..., in order that ...So Archelaus the... and 
. . . having departed with Athanasius son of Capito, wishing to carry off 
Macarius, the report came to Apa John at Antioch; he came and seized them 
and put them under arrest, because they had written vile slanders against Heraiscus, 
and Archelaus himself took the letters abroad. It was God who sent the three 
of them abroad and keeps them abroad! So Athanasius heard this news, that 
Archelaus was arrested, and Athanasius is very despondent. Often(?) did they 
come for him, and till now he has not left the country; but he had his baggage 
embarked at sea as though he would leave the country, and then again he took his 
baggage off the ship, not wishing to leave the country.... I have written to you 
in order that you might know in what affliction we are; for he carried off a Bishop 
of the Lower Country and shut him in the Meat Market, and a priest of the 
same region he shut in the lock-up, and a deacon in the principal prison, and till 
the twenty-eighth of Pachon Heraiscus too has been confined in the Camp— 
I thank God our Master that the scourgings which he endured have ceased—, 
and on the twenty-seventh he caused seven Bishops to leave the country; Emés 
and Peter are of their number, the son of Toubestis. Do not neglect us then, 
brethren, since they left behind the bread, in order that it might not be taken 
outside, on account of the Bishop, to the intent that he might keep it by him. 
For when buying loaves for our sustenance I bought at 14 talents the artaba of 
wheat. As soon therefore as you find a competent person send me a few loaves. 
I greet my father Prauous(?) and all the brethren who are with him, and Theon 
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the deacon and Saprion and Horion and Papnutius and Apa Sarmates and Paomius 
and Pior and Eudaemon and Apa Tryphon and Gerontius and Apa Hierax and 
Apa Helenas and Apa Haréous and Apa Piam and Cornelius and Pisatius and 
Colluthus and Joseph and his children and Phines. So do not neglect, my 
father, to send to Psais of Terot for the artaba of wheat, and cause Touan of 
Tamouré6 as well to depart to Tamouré for the artaba of wheat ; for the days are 
come when they should receive them. I greet Paul the lector and Apa Elias and 
Anubas the elder and Anubas the younger and Pamutius and Titoués and his 
children and Hor of Toumnakon and all his brethren who are with him and 
Papnutius and Leonides his brother and the other brother who is with them’. 
(Addressed) ‘To Apa Paiéou and Patabeit, from Callistus.’ 


I. UaraBeir: greeted also in 1920, and perhaps to be identified with the Warafaeir[o]s 
mpeoButepov “Inmavev Of 1913, 9. For the name Mr. Crum compares W. Spiegelberg, 
Ligennamen, p..47*, TaBeir, gen. TaBeiros. For Mamot and the various forms of the name 
see Preisigke, Wamenbuch, s.v. Maiets, and cf. too Mmois, P. Oxy. xvi, 1890, 2. 

3. e€apwa: eEapva or GEadva is the modern Greek form of ¢e€aidyys, and in I. G. Rom. 
ili, 1145, 4 occurs the form e&e¢avys, illustrating the insertion, in the present case, of a vowel 
between ¢ and ». 

rd: for this common use of the definite article in place of the relative see P. Oxy. xvi, 
m3,0'9,92'7/, 11, 

3 f. ‘Hpakdéov rod Ko(u)wevtapnoiov: Athan., Ast. Ar., 48, mentions ‘Hpdkdewds tis TO 
a&i@part xopns as the didkovos of the letter written by Constantius to incite the Alexandrines 
against Athanasius. This was before his third exile, a.p. 356. Since the Heraclius here 
mentioned was a Meletian and also an official (for the commentarienses see, e.g., P. Oxy. 
xvi, 1877, 2, n.), it seems. by no means unlikely that he is the same person as the comes 
of 356. 

4. eiolvkrh.: the exact sense, given the common confusion of Sets and jpeis, is not 
certain. We may interpret either as ‘for there are certain brethren of them that came 
to you with you (1. tuéy for jyév) in (your) house’, or as ‘ for there were (historical present) 

. . with ws in (47s) house’ (i.e. that of Heraclius). The latter seems preferable; Callistus 
may even, as Prof. Hunt suggests, have originally intended to write something like rav 
yevouevav je® pay ; or possibly there may be a confusion of eioiv and fear (cf. the form joiy, 
probably for cioiy but conceivably for joay, in |. 16). But neither supposition is really 
necessary, in view of the awkwardness of the writer’s style. 

5. avay(yyida: for the omission of the y cf. mapyycAav, 1. 223 nvekev, ll. 40, 42. 

6. «ikdgv: for the confusion of 6 and ¢ see 1786, 17,n. A specially good instance 
occurs in P. Oxy. xvi, I901, 61: Batndov for Baditor, 

"Iod« : mentioned in the ‘brief’ given by Meletius to Alexander, Athan., Aol. c. Ar., 
71: ‘Ioadk €v Anrois; see M. Le Quien, Orzens Christianus, ii, 522, 610. He evidently 
played a prominent part in the attack on Athanasius at the Synod of Tyre, for Ischyras (the 
hero of the chalice incident), in his letter to Athanasius, excuses himself for his false 
accusations on the ground of Alas pox yevopérns, kal mAnyadv énireOerodv amd [1]. bro ?| Ioaak Kai 
‘Hpaxheidov, kat ‘Ioadk rod ris Anrods, kat bd roy ody adrois (Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 64). He 
was also present at Tyre, where he (unless this was the other Isaac) accused Athanasius of 
violence towards him, probably with reference to the events here recorded: Sozomen, ii, 25, cal 
EvmAous d€ cat Maxepuos, kat Ioadk kai AxtA)Gs cal ‘Eppatoy trav aud’ ledvyny [ Archaph ] €miokorrot 
TAny@v avtov karnydpovv. He signed the letter of the Oriental Council of Sardica 
(Hilary of Poictiers, iv, p. 77). 

7. “Hpaeicxov: Heraiscus was apparently a person of some importance, since the 
Athanasian party thought it worth while to disseminate accusations against him, even outside 
Egypt (see Il. 35-6 ; cf.too |. 25 f., where Callistus complains that he is not allowed to visit 
him, and 1]. 45 f., where he is kept imprisoned in the camp), and it is curious that he appears 
to be unknown to all our authorities for this period. In 1. 25 he is called mdmas,a word (see 
], 25, n.) which may denote either a bishop or a priest. Since in the present passage 
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}Oédnoev is naturally referred to Isaac, in which case tov émurxérov might, in view of |. 25 f, 
45 f., be Heraiscus, one is tempted to wonder whether the latter was a sort of antipope, set 
up by the Meletians in opposition to Athanasius. It is a serious objection to this view that 
neither Athanasius nor any of the ecclesiastical historians should refer to him; and it may 
therefore be better to take rdzas as ‘ priest’, to make Heraiscus the subject of n0éAncev, and to 
refer tod émoxérov to Isaac. Even as a mere presbyter Heraiscus may have been a person 
of considerable importance (for the position of the Alexandrian presbyters see, e.g., 
E. Schwartz, G. G. WV., 1908, 366 f.), perhaps the leader of the Meletian opposition in 
Alexandria. There is, however, support for the other view in ll. 48-50 (see note there), 
and we cannot exclude it. The omission of Athanasius to mention him (which is in any 
case curious) may have been deliberate, and the historians in the main depend for their 
Egyptian history on Athanasius. It is not likely that he lived in the camp, which may well 
have been a favourite place of rendezvous. There were Meletian soldiers there (1. rr f.). 

8. yetoarGa: for the use of this word as ‘dine’, ‘take a meal’, see, e.g., Apophth. 
Patrum, Arsen. 24: av dmocyxions ta badQXia cov, éXOé yedoar per’ evod; Ammon. 10: Marge 
more... els Térov yevoarGa; Sozomen, i, 11: «idOer pera Tey olkeiay emiovvarrew Thy vnoTetay, 
kal eis pyTny nuepav yever Oar. . 

mapeuBodj : the sequel shows that this was the great camp near the suburb of Nicopolis, 
for which see E. Breccia, Alexandrea ad Aegypium (Engl. ed.), p.87, and the map at the 
end. See, however, |. 15, n., below. 

g. kai (first): superfluous. 

orpatiéras ... mapewBodjs: i.e. troops under the immediate command of the Dux and 
soldiers quartered in the camp itself. 

10. Spa évdry: in the second and third, and evidently still in the fourth, century the 
fashionable hour for dinner; cf. P. Oxy. 110, 111, 523,927, 1755. In Oxy. 1485 (second 
or early third cent.) and 1214 (fifth cent.), however, we find the seventh hour, in Oxy. 1486 
and 1487 (third to fourth cent.) the eighth ; but as Grenfell and Hunt remark (Oxy. 1484-7, 
intr.), the difference may be due only to the change in the time of sunrise. 

11. [of: though o is lost and little of « remains (the foot only), the reading is practically 
certain; [r@|» is impossible. 

12. #pxav: cf. ]..36. The word must be from ape, a confusion of perfect with aorist ; 
cf. Jannaris, §§ 1861, 1870-5. 

xéddats: for the meaning ‘ store-chambers’ see F. Luckhard, Przvathaus, 65 f., and the 
instances there collected. 

13. éyBdvrwy avrav: probably this refers to the Athanasians, who were apparently leaving 
the camp when they met the other Meletians entering. Thus éy@avrey airéy is used for 
éyBavres. This is preferable to referring the, words to the concealed Meletians: ‘when they 
could not be found (for they had gone out).’ 

épxopévous év xth.: for the confusion of the prepositions of motion and rest see, e.g., 
1334, 7, n.; Ghedini, p. 314. 

14. karaxéwarres: cf., e,g., Athan., Ast. Ar., 55: 7a b€ trav mapOévev ayia copara KaTéKoT TOV 
mAnyats. . 

éuapoes : perhaps merely an ignorant blunder for aipéppous, but a form ending in -péys, 
though apparently not recorded, seems possible. 

15. Nikorddews: everything shows that the camp and Nicopolis were in close connexion 
(see 1. 8, n.); indeed they might be synonymous, but it is natural to identify the camp with 
that of which remains existed till recently (see Breccia, doc. cit.), which was outside Nicopolis 
proper, and nearer to Alexandria, on the coast. Possibly the camp or Nicopolis had by the 
fourth century been so extended that they joined, At all events it seems clear that 
‘Nicopolis’ was also used as the name of the whole area within which the camp was situated. 

15 f. émiriv mtAny rod ‘HAlov: this was the great east gate of Alexandria, corresponding 
to the Gate of the Moon on the west. 

16. jog: regularly used at this period (e. g., Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 67 : Hivwns mpeaBurepos 
povijs Ttepeyktpkews) as ‘monastery’; but it also frequently had the sense of manszo, i.e. 
a hostel or lodging for the night, for the use of travellers, and hence came to mean ‘ stages’ 
of a journey; e.g., Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 29: of amd tpidkovra kal é& povav év *Avrioxeia 
Svondoartés Twa os ericxoroy Eévov. ‘The mention of the povdpios (Lomas n.) perhaps favours 
the second sense. It seems not improbable that in SB. 5748, 6 povijs is to be taken in the 
same sense rather than, as Preisigke understands it (SB. ii, p. 367), ‘monastery’. 
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noiv: probably, as stated in the critical note, for eiciv, « and n being pronounced alike, 
but a past sense would be equally appropriate, and it is conceivable that joav was in the 
writer’s mind ; cf. 1. 4, n. 

adedpoi: i.e., as throughout, the Meletian monks. 

; 17. mpandourov: i.€., no doubt, the pracposztus castrorum, for whom see Wilcken, 
Grundgiige, p. 407; Cod. Just., i, 46, 43 xii, 59, 8. 

18. év rois ciyvos: cf. P. Lond. 413, 12, 16 (ii, p. 301 f.), passages which show that the 
signa, no doubt the centre or other part of the camp where the szgva or standards (see 
W. Smith, Dict. of Gr. and Rom. Ant., s.v.; R. Grosse, Rim, Militargesch., p. 232 f.) were 
kept, included store-rooms. We know that at an earlier time the eagles and apparently even 
the signa (Tacitus, Ann., i, 39) were sacred and were used on occasion as sanctuary. It is 
not unnatural that the place where they were kept should come to be used for purposes of 
storage, and perhaps became a sort of camp head-quarters. The present passage proves 
further the presence at the signa of a guard-room or military prison (or at least of an apart- 
ment which could, on occasion, be used as such), and is thus important as clearing up 
a hitherto unexplained use of cresom in Coptic as prison’. For this use see Crum, Ca/al., 
no. 1224, where in an imprecation the writer hopes that his enemy may ‘ be friendless in the 
erestomt’; Short Texts, 389, where, in a letter full of complaints, the writer declares: ‘they 
confined me in the cremon’ ; F. Rossi, Vuovo codice copto, p. 88 f., where a (military) martyr 
is confined in the cremom; 1709, 88, maraxomoc niereitus, ‘the deacon of the prison’ 
(this, rather than ‘ prisons’, as Thompson translates, is perhaps the true rendering in view 
of the Greek otyva). Mr. Crum quotes an instance of ovyvopvAa€ in an ostracon (AZonastery 
of Epiphanius, Part Il, p. 201, no. 177) which he is editing for the Metropolitan Museum 
of Art, New York. From ecrenom no doubt comes the Arabic szjz, ‘ prison’ (A. A. Bevan, 
Vol. of Or. Stud. pres. to E. G. Browne, p. 71, accepts this derivation, suggested by Crum). 
The succession of meanings is then: standard (s¢gnum), place where the standards are kept, 
including guard-room (szgna, oiyva), prison (ciyva, exemont, 5777). 

gxpiBas: no doubt a military scribe, on the staff of the praepositus. exédevoev doubtless 
refers only to the latter. 

19. povdpw: the word appears to be new. As to its meaning there is hardly room for 
doubt ; the pordpios was clearly the keeper or porter of the povn. Though pordpios does not 
seem to occur elsewhere, reference may be made to G. Loewe, Corp. Gloss. Lat., v, 423, 
‘ Mansionarius hostiarius qui custodit edem’, and cf. the common word zapapovapios (Crum). 
Mansionarius and mapapovapwos refer to the custodian of a church or the porter of a monastery, 
and such may be the sense of povapios here, in which case povy means ‘monastery’; but 
Heraclides seems to have had complete authority to receive or reject visitors, and there is no 
reference to any superior (cf. Il. 20-1, 23-4) ; hence ‘ hostel’ and ‘ keeper of the hostel’ are 
perhaps likelier. 

24. émoincay krh,: i.e., all the others had been intimidated into refusing hospitality to 
the Meletians. 

25. As appears from ll. 44 ff, Heraiscus was imprisoned in the camp, at least till 
Pachon 28. Perhaps this was why Callistus was unable to visit him ; or, if we suppose that 
he was released on the 28th and that this letter was written later, it may be that the con- 
dition of his release was that he should hold no communication with the other Meletians. 
As pointed out above (I. 7, n.), the use of the word amas is interesting. According to the 
established usage (which goes back at least to the thirteenth century), the word, when 
perispomenon, denotes a priest, when paroxytone, the bishop of one of the patriarchal sees 
(Alexandria, Rome, &c.), but as A. Deissmann, Licht vom Osten‘, p. 186", points out, this 
is ‘wohl gelehrte Spielerei’. For the early use of the word in both senses see Deissmann, /. ¢. ; 
Harnack, Stgesber. d. Kin. Pr. Ak. d. Wiss., 1900, 990-1; P. M. Meyer, on P. Giss. 55, 
p.92f. It was still in the fourth century (and far later in the petitions in the liturgy, though 
one may call this an archaism ; Crum) specially used of the Bishop of Alexandria (e. g., 
in the letter of Ischyras, Athan., Afol. c. Ar., 64: pakxapio mama ’A@avacio; 71: 6 mamas 
’Ade€avdpos), but it also occurs of a village priest, as in P. Lond. ii, 417 (= Wilcken, Chrest. 
129), 3: Kadp madras ‘Eppouréhews. There is therefore no objection to translating it ‘ priest ’, 
except that mpeoBirepos is elsewhere used in that sense, which suggests that mdmas here 
means the Bishop of Alexandria, and, as pointed out in the note on |. 7, this finds some 
support in ll. 48-50. 

28. émoincev xrd,: the division ("EAAyv Sv) and interpretation are due to Prof, Hunt. 
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For ‘EAAjves as = ‘pagans’ see, e.g. Athan. 7st. Ar., 55-8, and many other 
instances. 

29-32, Sia Ta ypapedpeva might well, in the Greek of this writer, mean * by his writings ’, 
which gives excellent sense, and would furnish a parallel to Athan., Ast. Ar., 30, where the 
enemies of Athanasius complain adrés pév ody idn memdnpoxe Ta mavraxod ypaiov Kal’ nudy ; 
but this does not accord with ras gdow ... @@Oev. We must therefore take é in the 
correct sense as ‘owing to’, and suppose the writer to mean that Athanasius's proceedings 
against the Meletians were measures of revenge or self-defence, due to reports of the 
campaign against him which was being carried on abroad; eo, é£wOey seem usually in this 
letter to mean outside Egypt, i.e. ‘abroad’. Hence the clause émd) «rd. should be an 
explanation of what precedes, stating what it was that had roused Athanasius’s resentment 
or suspicion. The mutilation of ll, 31-2 is particularly unfortunate, because the passage 
is crucial for the understanding of the situation implied in the letter. The general sense is 
clear: the Emperor, making some discovery concerning Macarius, wrote to somebody to 
arrest him (or another), in order that further action might be taken; whereupon three 
agents or partisans of Athanasius set out in order to dmoomaoa Macarius. The natural 
rendering of 1. 30 is ‘finding Macarius at court’, but if airdy in]. 31 refers to Macarius the 
ypdwvas is strange in that case. Moreover, if Macarius was, as is extremely probable (see 
introd.), the priest accused of breaking a chalice, he should have been in Egypt, though 
that is not absolutely necessary, since he may have gone to court on business of Athanasius 
and have been taken from there to Tyre for the Synod; but see Socrates, i, 28: kal #yeto 
péev Maxdpios 6 mpecBirepos ek THs *Ade€avdpeias adnpodéopios Sia orpati@riKns xEtpos. 
Athanasius (Afol. c. Ar., 71: Kat 6 pev Maxdpuos décpuos bia orpatiwray méeumera els Tdpov" 
uot b€ ypdder Kat avdykny émiridnow Gore Kal dkovras npas dmooreddeoOa) does not mention 
whence Macarius was taken, and his méymerau . . . euol 8€ ypdper is not unfavourable to the 
supposition that he was not in Alexandria at the time ; Socrates's ek rns "A. may be nothing 
more than a (natural) inference. Now Athanasius (Apo/. c. Ar., 60) mentions Apis and 
Macarius (Socrates, i, 27, gives the first name as Alypius) as the priests who were at court 
when the Eusebians brought forward their accusation about the linen garments and by 
whose efforts the accusation was quashed. He gives no locality ; Socrates, /, ¢., Says it was 
Nicomedia. A Macarius, then at Constantinople, was his authority for his account of the 
death of Arius (Ep, ad Serap., 2). The name was a common one, but the priest associated 
with Apis may not improbably be identical with the Macarius of the chalice incident, and 
if so the translation ‘finding Macarius at court’ is perhaps correct, though the ypawas is 
unexpected. An alternative interpretation is to suppose an infinitive in 1. 31 after koudd|r@ 
and to render ‘having found that Macarius had (done something] at court *, but the 
artificial order seems too literary for this writer. Is then airév to be referred to some one 
else? Perhaps to Athanasius? There is no hint in what follows that Athanasius was 
threatened with arrest, indeed the implication throughout is that he was a free agent, and 
the second supposition must be ruled out; moreover droomdo(ai) in 1. 34 clearly means ‘to 
carry off’, in the sense of rescuing, and therefore implies that Macarius was a prisoner. 
Hence airéy is best referred to him; the Emperor's letter may have been written later, after 
Macarius had lefi the court; or a written order to an official there present is not impossible. 
At all events it is clear that the Macarius here referred to was not in Egypt when this letter 
was written and improbable that he was brought from Egypt; cf. too |. 34, n. 

]ép@ should be an official’s name ; Tapolipa (1. 58; see note) is inappropriate. ] . avvous 
(the reading is practically certain, though ayrous is possible, and even perhaps avupous) is 
rather intractable, and the reading at the end of l. 31 and beginning of |, 32 very puzzling. 
kataenira OF karaeor:|\a can be read, but it is not very satisfactory to credit the writer with 
kara émira (= érera), and Zor:Aa seems quite inappropriate to the context. The letter before 
¢ looks like 7, but kal mémia (= rémov6a) cannot be read. For dro in |. 32 airo is equally 
possible. 

32f. "Apxeddov: an Archelaus is mentioned by several of the later authorities (not by 
Athanasius himself) in connexion with the Synod of Tyre and the affair of Arsenius. The 
passages are: Socr., i, 29: @ruxe b€ mas rod bmarikod "ApxeAdov oikéras ev Kanndel@ akovoat 
Aeydvray Twoy ds ’Apoévos 6 deySpevos avypjaOar mdpeor éy twos olka kpumtépevos (he then 
inquires and informs Ath.; shortly before the Synod ; cf. Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 65: éyvaoOn 
kpurtépevos 6 "Apoénos, tiv péev dpxny ev Aiyimt@, Aourov dé kal ev Tip@ mddw Kpumtépevov avTov 
edpov of hpérepor); Rufinus, & L£., i, 16: ‘idque [concilium] apud Tyrum (misso ¢ latere 


[1914] THE MELETIAN SCHISM 67 


suo uno ex comitibus, adnitente quoque Archelao tunc comite Orientis, nec non et eo qui 
Phoenicem provinciam gubernabat) congregari iubet’; 17; ‘ Archelaus, qui cum caeteris 
ex praecepto Imperatoris concilio praesidebat’ (rescues Ath. from his enemies); Vita Anon. 
Ath, (Migne, P. G., XXV), § 12: ’ApyéAaov rovyapody dvbpa rev air (the Emperor) cuvecriov 
kal dpopdpar |]. époppdver 2], dua kai Névv@ tére Bowikns dpxovrt, kara (ntnTW THY ToLOvT@Y exmépreL } 
§ 14: Arch, saves Ath., jv d¢’Apyédaos obros rod Kpirnpiou pev mpoeatas* Téa d€ Kal cwppovéoraros 
kal emuotxeoraros, kal eimeiv ikavéitaros, ei 8€ ov Kal Oavdrov déor Karappoveiv érousraros ; Photius, 
Ath, Vita (Migne, fom. cit.), § 6: mpoyewicerar rd Bacidexdy BovAnza dvdpa cuvéctiov Kai Sudppova 
"Apxéhaov Gvoya, Kal ov aité tov Powikns dpxovra avvedpidoar te Tots mepi Eboétov, kal ovvd.a- 
oxeparGa & Kara tov ’APavaciov cuveckevucto; §7 (rescues Ath.); Metaphrastes, Ash. Vita 
(Migne, som. cit.), § 7 (same account as Photius); § 8 (rescues Ath.; #v yap Kal rot kpirnpiov 
eapxos, kal ra di\Na emuetkéuraros, kal duvaros T® kKpatodvtt atoAoynoacOat, etrov S€ Kal Oavdrov 
meprppovnoat erouos), All these authorities, except perhaps Socrates, are suspect, for the 
accounts they give of the Synod of Tyre are demonstrably inaccurate in various points. In 
what they say of Archelaus it is certainly false that he was president of the Synod; that 
position was occupied by the Count Dionysius, as appears, e. g., from Athan., Agol. c. Ar., 
28, 71, 72, 78 ff., and there is nothing in Athanasius’s account to indicate that he had 
colleagues. Common to all the accounts, however, is the fact that Archelaus was a man of. 
high rank, and that be was of service to Athanasius; all the authors are very favourable to 
him, except perhaps Photius (see § 7 of his Life). The Archelaus of 1914 was a partisan 
of Athanasius, and was involved in the dispute with the Meletians and Eusebians ; and it is 
very tempting to identify him with the Archelaus of the literary tradition and in 1. 33 to 
read roi [émarixod. Of course if Rufinus is correct in making Archelaus Comes Orientis the 
identification is impossible, but Rufinus’s authority is small. As regards trarkod it is an 
objection that Archelaus and his companions were arrested by ‘Apa John’; for even if this 
is John Archaph (1. 34, n.) it is not likely that he would venture to arrest a consularts. It 
may be that our Archelaus, a partisan of Athanasius, has been confused by the writers 
quoted with another Archelaus, a consular’s and perhaps Comes Orientis. There was 
a well-known Archelaus, Bishop of Caschara in Mesopotamia, who was active in the con- 
troversy with the Manichaeans (see Hegemonius, Acta Archelaz, ed. C. H. Beesen, Greech. 
Chrisil. Schrifist., Leipzig, 1906); but there is no reason whatever to connect him with 
Athanasius. The Archelaus 6 xéyns of Athan., Veta Antoni?, 61, may be identical with the 
Archelaus of the Tyre tradition, since he had connexions with Laodicea. 

33- ‘Aéaaciov told viod Katitevos: the letter which the Council of Sardica (A.D. 342 
according to E. Schwartz, G. G. V., 1904, p. 341, 1911, pp. 515 ff.; on the other hand 
Lauchert, p. 55 and note 138, adheres to the date 343) addressed to the Church of 
Alexandria refers to this person in the following terms (Athan., Aol. c. Ar., 40): éyvopev 
ére Kal “ApOdr0s Kai ’A@avdowos 6 Karitwvos Kal TlatXos xai Ilhovrioy, of cupmpeaBirepo Hpuar, 
gvoKeuyy Kai avtot wemdvOacw ind TeV Tepl EvoéBiov, Sore rods per eEopiopovd metpabnvat, Tovs Sé Kat 
Cavdrov amehas diamehevyéva ; cf. § 17, ad fin., where the Synod of Alexandria (A. D. 339 
according to Lauchert, p. 50; 338 in A. Robertson, Micene and P.-N. Fathers, iv, p. Ixxxvi) 
states: kat yap kal mpeoBirepor rijs *ANeEavdpelas Tégoapes Kar ekeivoy Toy katpoy [the Synod of 
Tyre], kairoe pndé eis Topov e&edOdvres, trepdpioe map’ adrav yeyovaow. Probably it was this 
Athanasius who, as a fellow-deacon with the saint, signed the circular letter of Alexander, 
Migne, P. G., xviii, 572-82. It appears from the passages quoted above that he was 
exiled at the Synod of Tyre, and it may be inferred that the reason for this was his pro- 
ceedings recorded in the text. It is by no means impossible that the third person, whose 
name is lost in the lacuna in |. 33, was one of the three mentioned along with Athanasius 
son of Capito by the Council of Sardica. As room must be found for a name or epithet 
after rod and for kai, Iavhuv suits the space best. 

34. droondce: see ll, 29-32, n. 

dra "Iwdvyyy: it seems highly probable that this is the Bishop John Archaph, the leader 
of the Meletians after Meletius’s death; see above, p. 40. He was probably abroad at 
this time, for he was prominent in the proceedings connected with the Synod of Tyre, after 
which he was banished by Constantine. Epiphanius states that after the failure of the 
mission to the Emperor (see above, p. 41) Archaph and his companions spent some time 
(xpovorpiBjoa) at Constantinople and Nicomedia, where they concluded their alliance with 
the Eusebian party. As pointed out above (p. 55), this alliance cannot well be earlier 
than 330. After the first break-down of the Arsenius and Ischyras charges the Emperor 

dh ae 


63 THE MELETIAN SCHISM [1914] 


summoned Archaph to court (Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 70); and since he was acting in concert 
with the Eusebians before and during the Synod of Tyre it seems likely that he remained 
in Asia till it met. If therefore 1914 was written in 335 it is natural to find Archaph at 
Antioch (see however next note). That he is not called Bishop is no difficulty. In |. 6f. 
Isaac is given his title in order to identify him, but Callistus’s correspondents doubtless 
knew all about Archaph. For da applied to a Bishop see PSI. iii, 216, 4; Oxy. xvi, 1900, 
5; 1967, 3 (d8Ba in the first two cases is equivalent to @ma). Mr. Crum adds that da is 
the regular and invariable use in Coptic, where it practically = 4884. It is clear from the 
context, if the punctuation adopted is correct, (1) that the three Athanasians were not at 
Antioch, (2) that they were in Asia, not Egypt, and probably not very far from Antioch. 
Macarius may already have been taken to Tyre; or possibly he was en rouée thither, i.e. 
presumably from Nicomedia or some other place in Asia Minor, and so may at the moment 
have been near Antioch; but Tyre itself is not too far from Antioch to suit the context. 
Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 17, quoted above (1. 33, n.), is however against the supposition that 
they went to Tyre. 

év Avrioxia: it is of course conceivable that the colon should be placed after “Imdvyny, 
thus making John go /o Antioch; but the order this would involve is not so likely in the 
writer of our letter as that adopted in the text. 

36. kai... @o: the meaning is apparently that it was Archelaus who was conveying 
the ypdypara out of Egypt. Strictly, since joav ypayarres refers to the three, these ypappara 
should be their own, but it may be suspected, especially in view of |. 37 f., that they were, 
or included, letters (perhaps a circular letter) of Athanasius himself. 

36 f. 6 Ocds... %o: awkwardly put, but the readings, with the exception of the two 
dotted letters, seem certain, and a reasonable sense is given if we suppose the writer to 
mean, in effect, ‘a good riddance!’ The three went abroad with a nefarious design, but 
the result was that they were arrested and unable to return, much to the inconvenience of 
Athanasius (1. 37 f.); the whole affair was really providential. 

38. Perhaps (kat) should be inserted after ovveorxééy, but the abrupt, disconnected 
clauses are not surprising in the style of this writer. 

mod\axas: ‘in many ways’ seems inappropriate; probably the writer had in his mind 
moNNakis, 

41. Bovdsuevos: the last letter looks more like v than s, and very possibly BovAopevov 
was written. But d{rlodqpi[ola{c] is likelier after it than a’rod, The sentence probably 
ended with drod;pioa. %ypaya could be read at either the first or the second yp, but the 
traces after the first might be » rather than a. «iva seems very probable, and the general 
sense (which was suggested by Prof. Hunt) can be regarded as almost certain. 

42. Hve(y)xev: evidently Athanasius is the subject. 

érigxorov: very probable, though no single letter is quite certain. ‘A Bishop’, though 
rot ig not added; cf. l. 43, mpeoBuvrepov. 

43. pakéddo: cf, e.g., Socr., i, 38: Tod év 7H oT0a pakéddou ; S/ud. Pal., xx, 68 v., li, 5-6: 
“Adpiavelou Kal Ths ék AuBds oTOds Kal paKéAdov Kal oTOas eros pakéAdov ; I Cor., X, 25: may 76 ep 
PAKEAA@ TedOUpEVOY Eo OierE. 

44. dnduire: the word (cf, e.g. 1416, 23; 1485, 125, where the form dm)yxrov is 
used) means ‘ camp’, and hence should be synonymous with mapeySody, but here the two 
words are evidently used with a different application. There is, however, a word dmAccrdpwos, 
which denotes a subordinate official of the commentartensis (see Joh. Lydus, De Mag., iii, 8, 
16), who was himself a member of the Ducal offczum. G. Rouillard, L’adm. civ. del Egypte 
byzantine, p. 42 (cf. P. Cairo Masp. iii, 67287, iv, 1, n.) translates ‘gardien de prison’, but 
his functions, as defined by Lydus, were rather those of a tipstaff or constable ; Lydus calls 
him fa8dodyos. Since however, when an interval elapsed between arrest and the opening 
of the court, some place of detention must be found for the custody of prisoners, and since 
the title dAvcerdpios in the above sense is difficult to account for if dm\ikroy meant nothing 
but ‘camp’, it is a likely inference that the latter word was also used to denote a lock-up 
or place of temporary detention. Hence the rendering in the translation. (Prof. H. Stuart 
Jones accepts the above interpretation of the word.) 

gpowWaky: probably a civil prison. 

46 f, edxapiord ... eiyev: apparently an interjected clause, the main sentence continuing 
at kai; hence the punctuation in the text. 
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47. émoinoey. . . dnodnunoa: i.e., banished them or caused them to be banished. This 
illustrates the powers exercised by the Bishops of Alexandria. 

48. "Ews ... Tov8eoris: the text is not satisfactory, but all the single letters except eu 
are certain or practically so, and no alternative division of words suggests itself. The 
objections to the text are: (1) the use of a singular verb ; (2) the awkward position of vids 
TovBeoris; (3) the unusual name “Ews. As regards the last, a name "Env (accus.), not 
marked as doubtful, occurs in P. Fay. 37, 1 (3rd cent.), but no other instance is recorded in 
Preisigke’s Vamenbuch. The first letter might be o, as the cross-stroke has almost wholly 
disappeared, and ad could be read for »; ev ois, suggested by Prof. Hunt, is impossible. In 
the ‘brief’ of Meletius occurs a Bishop KdAns ev ‘EpyéOy, and if we take the apparent 
rewriting of the long « in pyoa as the upstroke of x, Kddus could be read here; but the form 
of the letter would be quite unlike that of any other « in this hand. The use of éoriv for’ 
cioly is not an insuperable objection to the reading adopted, as Callistus was shaky in his 
grammar ; and the following words (referring to Peter) may be an afterthought, «is avrovs 
éorw Can easily mean ‘is (sc. are) among them’. The name TovSéors (suggested by Mr. 
Crum in preference to rot Péoris, first read) does not seem to occur elsewhere, but is pro- 
bably confirmed by 1918 (acquired since this commentary was first written), where the 
name Ier@uSéorws (]. 7) is simply a masculine formation from the feminine TowBéoris 
(1. -ria?); cf. Preisigke, Mamenduch, s.v. WeroBdoris. The name probably contains that of 
the goddess Ubastis; cf. F. Ll. Griffith, Cat. of Dem. Pap. in the John Rylands Library, iii, 
20647 (Crum). There is a court title Béorms (= Vest’s) which occurs in later writers, 
e.g. Cedrenus, p. 760D, 762 4, 771 A zs, but the gap in time between the fourth and the 
eleventh century is so great that it is much better to read TovBéoris as a name. 

Ilérpos is probably to be identified with the Ilérpos ¢v “Hpaxdeods of Meletius’s ‘ brief’. 
It is true that H. M. Gwatkin (Stadzes of Arianism, p. 71") apparently identifies the latter with 
the Iérpos who signed the letter of the Egyptian Bishops on behalf of Athanasius to 
Dionysius at the Synod of Tyre (Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 78-9), and if this is correct he must 
by then have made his peace with Athanasius. But he may have done so after, and in 
consequence of, the banishment here mentioned; and in any case the name was a common 
one. There is certainly more reason, if a choice has to be made, for identifying the Peter 
of the ‘brief’ with the Meletian Bishop of 1914 than with the partisan of Athanasius who 
signed at Tyre. 

48-50. An obscure and difficult passage, since it is by no means clear at first sight 
(1) who ra Popia apixay dricw, (2) who the Bishop referred to is, (3) who is the subject of 
1(n)pn, or (4) why the leaving behind of the bread made Callistus’s supply insufficient. The 
interpretation adopted in the translation and critical notes is due to Prof. Hunt. It involves 
the supposition that the order in the text is illogical and confused: what the writer meant to 
say WaS: adyKay dricw dia Tov érickoroy, iva py ew apn adda typnOy per adrov. But who is 
the Bishop and how was Callistus affected by this? Prof. Hunt agrees in decisively rejecting 
the idea that rév éioxoroy was Athanasius, whose election was opposed and its validity 
later impugned by the Meletians, and who is not elsewhere given the episcopal title in this 
letter. Some such explanation as the following may meet the case: The clergy, &c., of 
Alexandria seem to have been entitled to a regular (free?) distribution of bread, and 
Athanasius repeatedly complains that during the Arian domination the Catholics were 
deprived of their bread supply, e.g., Azst. Ar., 10: GAdous ednpevor, GAAwv aprovs apypodivro 
(at the time of Athanasius’s third exile); 31: [Constantius writes to the prefect] iva réos 6 
giros apatpeO mapa ’A@avaciov, kai S064 Tois Ta *Apetou gpovodvor; cf. 20., 54, 63, Apol. de 
Juga, 6, Epist. encycl. ap. Migne, xxvi, 1338 a. This bread supply in each city was no 
doubt under the ultimate control of the Bishop ; but Athanasius may well have ignored the 
Meletian clergy. They had perhaps a special supply, managed by one of themselves ; and 
when the seven Bishops were banished, they left the bread in the hands of ‘the Bishop’. 
If this was Isaac he may have returned by this time to Letopolis and been unable to supply 
the Alexandrian Meletians; but we have seen (Il. 7, 25 nn.) that there is some evidence for 
supposing Heraiscus to have been a Meletian anti-pope. This passage gives the idea 
further support. To take him as rév éemicxoroy suits the context excellently and removes all 
difficulty as to Callistus’s request for bread. The sequence of thought is then: Heraiscus 
has been imprisoned till the 28th (Callistus was still unable to get at him; 1]. 25), and seven 
Bishops have been banished. Zherefore help us with our bread supply; for they (the 
Bishops) left their supply in Heraiscus’s hands (and it is therefore inaccessible to us) 
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Schwartz, G.G.WV., 1911, 482, foot-note, infers from the words of the Egyptian Synod 
(Athan., Afol. ad Ar., 18: that the Arians were seeking ris éxeAnolas dpehéoOar rov oirov TH 
mpopace. tis SiaBorjs Kat ’Apecavois mapacyxeiy) that the enemies of Athanasius ‘haben sich 
wahrscheinlich tiber Versuche des Athanasius beschwert ihnen als Arianern ... die annonae 
zu entziehen.’ The inference is perhaps more than the words can bear, but the present 
passage may give it some support. We know (Afol. ad Ar., 18) that Athanasius 
was accused of selling for his own advantage (mumpdoxav kai eis 74 idcov dmoepduevos) Corn 
given, under a bequest of Constantine, to the widows of Libya and Egypt; and it is also 
noteworthy that the accusation which, after the attack at the Synod of Tyre had broken 
down owing to his appeal to Constantine, led to his first banishment, was precisely that of 
threatening to hold up the Imperial corn fleet (Afol. c. Ar., 87). It is a little surprising 
that Constantine, who had received ample proofs of the sharp practices of the Eusebian 
party, should have instantly credited this new accusation and banished Athanasius unheard 
(loc. czt.), if there had been no foundation for the charge. 

51. For the prices of wheat at this period see A. Segre, Circolazione monetaria, 
pp. 104-5. The certainly dated rates there given advance from 1 tal. 4,000 dr. in 314 to 
24 tal. in 338 (the reference should be to P: Oxy. i, 85, col. iii = Lond. 760), with rates of 
40 (misprinted ‘ 20’) and 26 tal. from two undated Rainer papyri. The present rate was 
clearly regarded as high; but the value of the coinage was dropping very rapidly at this 
time, and a rise from 14 talents (and that a high price) to 24 between 335 and 338 is quite 
possible. 

52. Upavovv: probably the same name as the Ipaois (which Preisigke, Wamenduch, s.v., 
equates with [poois) of P. Oxy. vi, 996 (A.D. 584); cf. Oxy. xvi, 1896, 9 (A.D. 577); 1941, 
2 (fifth cent.), and see too Crum, Ca/al., no. 557, mpay, and note there. The third letter 
could equally well be read e, but the a of xa@pas in 1. 42 is very similar. Apparently Prauous 
was the head of a community of Meletian monks. He is perhaps identical with the Hpaods 
of 19138, 10, 20, but see note there. Several of the names which follow occur in the records 
of this period (e. g., Epiph., Adv. Haer., Ixviii, 5, mentions Magvotrids tis peyas dynp avaxwpntis, 
kat avtos vids épodoyntpias tvyxdvev, mapadpevos Kai aitds Ttooas ths duodoylas, among the 
Meletians ; see too |. 56, n., below), but identification on the score of such common names 
is hazardous, and there is no reason to suppose that any of these people were of any 
eminence. Those whose names are preceded by da may all be regarded as priests. 

53- Qpiova: perhaps the writer of 1917 (see 1. 18 there). Also mentioned in 
1922, 14. 

54. Uanvotrw: another person of the name occurs below in 1. 61. So too there are 
two people so called in 1918, 7, 8. ‘The second in 1918 was from Antacopolis; the first, 
there and here, may be the deacon of Paminpesla who occurs in 1918, 10. 

dra Tptpova: also in 1918, 4; 1921, 21. 

55» Tepdvtiov: also in 1918, 4; very likely identical with the person deputed by Pageus 
in 1913. 

dra ‘Iépaxay: also in 1916, 3; 1918, 5; 1921, 22. 

dra “Edevay ; the reading is probable, though the form does not seem to occur elsewhere. 
The o:Ne[s of 1922, °13 appears to be identical with the oeXens, mother of Hor, who 
occurs in 1920, 6. 

ama ‘Apnodv: see Preisigke, Vamenbuch, s.v. ‘Apnots. The papyri quoted are both from 
the Fayum. Cf. too 1925, 19, and note there. 

50. KodAov6ov: perhaps the person who occurs among the subscribers (mpoeorGres) of 
1913 (Il. 18, 19). 

Dives: see 1919, intr. A duveés was one of the Egyptian Bishops at Tyre who supported 
Athanasius (Afo/. c. Ar., 79), but he is not in the least likely to be the person here ~ 
mentioned. 

#1) duehjons kth.: though this refers to the bread supply, and in spite of the ov, it does 
not seem to be a recurrence to the subject of ll. 48-52; |. 59 suggests that it was the 
provisioning of a community at Tamouro that Callistus was anxious about. Whether ris 
dprdBns is to be taken literally, the allowance being a single artaba, or in a more general 
sense, referring (somewhat strangely) to an allowance of any amount, is not clear. atrds in 
]. 59 should refer to an amount of more than one artaba; but perhaps rijs dprdQrs, if it is to 
be taken literally, indicates an allowance of one artaba per head. 

57- ‘vasiv: perhaps identical with the fisherman of 1919, 30. 
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Tepér: no doubt to be identified wijh the Coptic tepwt, for which see Crum, Catal., 
no. 1146, 5; Krall, 177, 2; 208, 2; Hall, Cops. and Greek Texts, p. 143, no. 16, 6 
(repwrt mugoomnc); Amélineau, Géogr. de ? Egypte, pp. 494-6. Hall’s repwr is the modern 
Derfit esh-Sherif (see Baedeker, Zgyp/, 7th ed., p. 218), near the district-capital Derdt, close 
to the junction of the Bahr Yfisuf and the Ibrahimiyah Canal. It is the latter Derfit which 
is perhaps to be identified with tepwt alone. Our Tepér may be either; there were other 
places of the name (Amélineau, /. c.), but one of the two mentioned seems the likeliest. 

58. Today: also in1917,11; 1918, 8. In the latter he is called ara, which shows that 
he was a priest; in the second he appears as son of Ouenaphrius. For the name see PSI. v, 
478, 2 (Oxyrhynchus) ; Oxy. xvi, r911, 66 ; and cf. Tovaus, SB. 5124, 39 (Tebtunis). The 
name was borne by an obscure martyr, whose very fragmentary Acts are to be found in 
Paris copte 129", f. 80. He is probably distinct from saramn, for whom see Journ. Eg. 
Arch., iv, 68, no. 9239 (Crum). Tovdvois (SB. 5366; Cairo Masp. iii, 67288, ii, 2, 4) is no 
doubt a different name, but may be connected. 

Tapovpo: cf. Stud. Pal., xx, 103, 4 (Tayopo) and v. ([Ta]upepe) ; 52, 5 (Taapdpov) ; 
P. Hib., p. 8 (Taaudpov). This village was in the Heracleopolite nome, and, as appears 
from Hib., p. 8, probably in the Coite toparchy. 

59. 7: this does not seem likely to be a numeral (though a sense ‘ for it is 8 days since 
they received them’ is conceivable), and is better taken as = ai. 

Taddov: a priest of the name (dd Tyér(e)os) occurs in 1917, 11, and 6 paxdpios Tavdos 
sends greetings to Paiéous in 1919, 25. 

60. Tapovrw: probably also in 1916, 5. 

Trrovny: the reading is very probable. The name is to be equated with the forms Tvojjs 
(and its variants), Turofs, Teré:, Terdis, Terode, for which see Preisigke, Namenbuch. 

“Op: a gwp of Téhe in 1920, 6 is presumably different. ‘This may conceivably be the 
*Qpos father of Pageus and Gerontius in 1918. 

61. Tovpvaxoy: this seems likelier than rod Mvaxov. The first syllable may be the not 
uncommon tooy (toyw), but then pvaxev is difficult, and more probably we should correct 
to Twouvaxav, a not unlikely /apsus calam?. For this name Mr. Crum refers to Eg. Expl. 
Fund, Arch. Survey, xii, Deir el-Gebrdwi, ii, pl. xxix, 4 (Phoebammon of Tmou:nak6n) ; 
B. M. Coptic Room, stele 1481 (Taxoymanwar); B.M. Add. MS. 14732, f. 118, Syriac life 
of Bishoi (Thamonikon ; no indication of locality except that it was in Egypt; kindly verified 
by Mr. E. W. Brooks). An identification with the taroy Smaguwas of 1920, 1 is unlikely. 
Deir el-Gebrawi is near Manfalfit, not, therefore, very tar from the probable site of our 
Terét; but as Phoebammon occurs in a list of saints it does not follow that Tmou-nakén 
was in the same neighbourhood, though Mr. Crum writes that the list seems to him ‘to 
point to Middle Egypt decidedly’. Stele 1481, a grave-inscription, cannot be localized ; 
only one of the three men of Tmou-nakém commemorated bears an uncommon name, 
viz. KNoyx, and this name is found in the nome of Heracleopolis (Krall, 47, 2), the Fayum 
(Crum, Copt. IZSS., 45, 14, KNoYS aga axwcne), and the nome of Memphis (Stud. Pal., x, 
297, 11, KAour¢). Mr. Crum writes that it is the ancient form of Koddov6os (its derivative) 
and is characteristic of Middle Egypt and the Fayum, whereas noNoys, neNNoys, &c., are 
the Sa‘idic forms (see his note on no. 532 in Monastery of Epiphanius). 

61. Mamvovrw: see |. 54, n. 

Aeovidyy: also in 1918, 6. 

63. Perhaps (as the lacuna is not very large) only one of the recipients was named. 
Between the two lacunae are traces of ink, probably only the usual filling (crosses or the 
like) of the blank space left for the string between the two parts of the address. 
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PAPYRUS 1915.— Circa A.D. 330-340 
Inv. No. 2544. 20-5 18-1 cm. 


Acquired in 1923. Brown papyrus, light and dark by patches. Worm-eaten along 
the top edge and in some other places, and broken and worn about the middle and at the 
foot. Written in a medium-sized, clear, sloping cursive hand, along the fibres, in brown 
ink. In places, especially in the first few lines, the ink has run, apparently owing to the 
damp which has discoloured the papyrus. Probably folded from left to right and perhaps 
then from top to bottom. p 


The two following. letters, though they have no historical reference, are 
specially interesting for the light they throw on social conditions. They illustrate, 
on the one hand, the life of the Christian (and particularly the Meletian) com- 
munity, in which, whatever its faults, the sense of brotherhood was strong and 
the duty of mutual charity fully realized, and, on the other, the cruel economic 
‘ position of the Egyptian middle-class. ‘The letters are in the same hand, having 
both been written by a certain Heriéous, and both refer to the same matter. 
1915, which, owing to its fuller details, may have been written and is here placed 
first (see intr. to 1916), was written by him individually to Paiéous alone (this is 
doubtful in 1. 1 but is confirmed by |. 40). In 1916, on the other hand, the only 
name preserved is Mavoi{s, but since the hand is that of 1915, and Moses is 
nowhere mentioned in the latter, we must suppose Heriéous to have written 
both; and the plural trodeéorepo. in 1916, 7 points to the occurrence of his name 
in the lacuna in 1.6. Thus 1916 is a joint letter by Moses and Heriéous, and it 
is addressed not to Paiéous only but to the community generally, or at least to its 
leading members. 

The subject of the two letters is the sufferings of a certain Pamonthius (the 
name, lost or perhaps not mentioned in 1916, is given by 1915, 6), a member of the 
Meletian sect, as isshown by the words 6 d3eA@ds judv, who had been a wine-dealer 
but owing to the exactions of the d&pxovres (no doubt primarily the financial officials) 
had fallen into such money difficulties that he had been compelled to borrow 
a large sum of money. Unable to pay off the debt, even though he sold all his 
property, even to his wardrobe, he had seen his children seized by his creditors 
and had apparently (see 1916, 42 f.) himself suffered arrest but had later been 
set free on bail. Heriéous and his friends, having subscribed all the money 
which they could themselves afford, now appeal to Paiéous and his companions 
to assist in raising a fund to pay off the debt and so ransom the children. 

The letters thus illustrate vividly the terrible burden under which the mass 
of the people laboured. The wide-spread, though illegal, practice of pledging 
children as security for debt (see P. M. Meyer, Furist. Papyri, p. 29; A. Stein- 
wenter, Z. d. Sav.-St., xlii, Kan. Abt., 189, and the literature there referred to) 
was the obvious means by which, in a slave-owning society, the oppressed classes 
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sought to relieve their position. P. Cairo Masp. i, 67023 (= Fur. Pap. 12) 
furnishes a good illustration of the practice; and cf. too P. Iand. 62; Oxy. x, 
1295, 11-13; and, for an early instance (3rd cent. B.c.), PSI. iv, 424, 11-14. On 
the economic misery of the time and the burdensome nature of the taxes and 
liturgies see Wilcken, Grundziige, p. 354 f. (cf. however 1708, 29, n.) ; G. Rouil- 
lard, L’adm. civ. de PEgypte byzantine, p. 169, &c.; Bell, Fourn. Eg. Arch, 
iv, 103. In the present case there is no evidence that the debtor had pledged 
his children as security for his debt, but this is a likely, though not necessary, 
inference. 

If 1915 and 1916 be compared it will be seen that they show great similarity 
in style, the same phrases occurring in both. Heriéous was apparently given to 
repeating himself; a noticeable feature of both letters is his penchant for post- 
scripts. 


aderIGh9) 
II[ainodz: ‘Epinods év) K(upl)jo xalpew, 
Tolls ev... .|nPOover cupgopé mapamecodow 
Bon|[ Oty mlalpla}yyérlA)erae nuly 6 Oetos Adyos mao1, pddLoTa 
Tois adedgois Hudy. ’Emeidy ody 6 adeddos huav 


cL 


— IlapévOes reprordcect rés {o}tvxovoas Trapa- 
\ wy - ¢ QA > 7 > 
— mecav eoxiota mérovOey bd avOpdrmy ave- 
, \ > ca sé c D4 > (ae 2 
~ Aenpovey Kal abéwy doltle ws Eras eimeiy avay- 
— kacOqvat THs pakaplas édridos yay dmoatepn- 
10 Ojvat, bev edénoev Huds emiOetve Ov aira 
~ \ 4 X\ X\ > “oy 
TatTa Ta ypdupata mpos Thy ddeApdrnta 
¢ a 7 SS 7 ~ a 
bpav, Onrdécas tiv totrov méow mpaéry, 
ra ‘ £ ~ 4 s 2 eX 
iva) Kal vyis yvovtTes ovpBddrAcobe atvT@® peuvy- 
7 ~ ee > f 1 Pe ‘\ 
peévor [T0|0 pakapiov amoarolA\ou A€yovTes TovS 
zs a a \ Zoey 
GANG Kali] [ely tals Ko(o)ukais m[p|égecr. Odrtos ‘yap 6’ ddeddds 
€ lal 4 7 > 4 XN > \ ? ¢ 7. 
nev eTvxXév rote olvompdrns Kal emi mOA{A}U 
* Tie NEE sg ER - ) a a , > 2 
évoxAndeis br6 Tov ev TH alTod maTtpicc apxdvTo(v) 
| [[wapa]] rapa hv Stvapiv ad{ro]6 elompdr(ryecOar Kai €x 
20 TovTov byKov apyupiov darfel|rdpevos Kal Taira 
2 \ ‘ % 7 > a x \ 
amernOels Kai pi Suvdpevos admavtav mpos Ta 
4 > LA 6 © x ~ é 23 
Xpewototpcva nvaykadobn bd Tov SavicTa(v) 
madVTa TH EavToU axypt Kal TOY iuatioy Tov 
Tv aoxnpootyny adTod mepioKeTracpLévoy 
25 mWoAncat’ Kal TovTwy mpabévtoy poyis THY Huiovav 
TOV apyupioy TedvynTa TEpivonaa: Tots SavioTais, 
ov e > 7 2 aad \ » 3 , 
oizives of avedenpoves Exeivor Kal abeor améorra- 


av Ta mdvTa Ta éavTod Téxva vAMLa Koptd7y. 
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"Obev émitivapey mpds dyads tavtnvl Thy Eemoro- 
30 Av, akodvres bplas clupBarécbar ait eis 6 ed{v’] 
SWvacbe [Sodvle iv[a] wap’ abra[y avjr& [amoda By] 


From top to bottom of the left margin : 


> ‘ = ‘ A 
jerOar viol tof ovpaviov marpds Hua. 


Verso: 

? 1 eed ap. ys sss. Tees + pOUXe. pay gov 
]. @v mavu atte BonOnoov emidy padrora 

35 ]- vBn 6 adedGds bt Apmacay Ta Téxy[a] 


a ae hs . AE. 
favrod ells SovjAliav. Mr ovv ap é\Anojoly ro 


]. Kat mavti Tpd7e. 


Lower down : 
epo. XXX Tloyao HenTo@oy 
Toyao NenToOoy 

Addressed (the reverse way up): 


40 ‘Améd(os) ITainodr: mpecB(uréps) XXX mapa) “Epinods adedgés. 


2. Ko. 5, end. nav (the line for », which however seems to be written, but perhaps 
the writer merely made a minim too many). 6. 1. Hapwvérs (= -6t0s), (ot) rais rvxoveats. 


7. 1. atoyiora. 8. 1. Gros. avay'xacnvut. Q. « Of paxaptas Corr. from a. 10. 1. émBeivat. 
ir. Second r of ravra corr. from 6 (r written above and @ not deleted). 1. adedgorpra. 
12, v Of vpeyr corr. from 7». |. dy\ecavras, zacay. 13. t |. dpeis yrdrres. 14. a@rogré- 
[A]ov: Gilson. 1. Aéyorros. 15. |. wiores. 16. First o of ovres corr., and a letter («?) 
was written, and has presumably been deleted, after the secondo. 18. apyevra; 1. dpxdvrar. 
20. oy Kor. 21. 1. anarnéeis. 22. jvayxaoén: apparently the scribe first wrote v’ 
(for »*x) and then wrote the « over the last stroke of » and the apostrophe, thus correcting 
toy. damord; |, davecrav. 23. qatwwr. 24. avt Of avrov corr. from mo(?). 25. 1. twAy- 


cat, micear. 26. 1. deStvnrae weprroujcat, Savevorais. 28. 7 of first ra corr. from a. 
There has probably been a correction in warra (see note). —_29.. |. émeretvopev. 31. 1, dotvat. 
32. viot. 34. l. ewesdy. 36. 1. duvdciar, 40. mainoutt. 1. “Epijotros adeAgod. 


‘[To the . . .] brother (?) Paiéous, Heriéous greeting in the Lord. To those 
who have fallen into .. . misfortune the word of God exhorts us to give succour ; 
to all, and most to our brethren. Since therefore our brother Pamonthius, 
having fallen into no common vicissitudes, has suffered most shamefully at the 
hands of pitiless and godless men so that he is compelled, one might almost say, 
to lose our blessed hope, for which reason he besought us to make application by 
these present letters to your brotherliness, setting forth all his affairs, to the end 
that you too, knowing thereof, may help him, remembering the command of the 
blessed Apostle not to neglect those who are weak, not only in the Faith but even 
in the affairs of this world. For this brother of ours was formerly a wine- 
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dealer, and being long importuned by the magistrates of his native place with 
exactions beyond his means, and having for this reason borrowed a great sum 
of money, and being asked for this and not being able to meet his liabilities, he 
was compelled by his creditors to sell all that he had, even to the garments 
that cover his shame; and when these were sold, scarcely could he get together 
the half of the money for his creditors, who, those pitiless and godless men, 
carried off all his children, being yet quite in their infancy. Wherefore we 
direct to you this letter, requesting you to help him to the extent of your 
power, that he may recover them from them. P.S. [So will you be?] sons of 
our Heavenly Father. P.P.S.... by all means help him, since... our brother, 
because they carried off his children into slavery. Therefore do not neglect the 
[matter.?, speedily ?] by all means.’ (Addressed) ‘Deliver to Paiéous, priest, 
from brother Heriéous.’ 


1, Something like r@ dyamnr@ kai (e. g.) Tysswrdrw is to be read before added |p 4], which 
is inferred only from a downstroke, probably the tail of the ¢. 

3. The reading @ after the lacuna might almost be taken as certain but for the 
impossibility of finding a word ending in n@éovns or nbOovr, The word is clearly an 
adjective going with cupgopd. The remains suggest ex|nPOover, i.e. enupOdvy for émpOdre, 
and this suits the space, for we could read trois pev ev em|npédver, but this involves supposing 
that the writer used émi¢@ovos in an unusual sense. Probably the reference is not to any 
single text of Scripture but a general recollection of New Testament teaching. Passages 
like Gal. vi, 10; I Tim. v, 8 were probably in the writer’s mind when he added paduora rois 
ddeAois nyav. 

Q. THs paxapias éAmidos: cf. Tit. ii, 13. 

10. 66ev: the word is superfluous and leaves the sentence beginning with éeredy, |. 5, 
without a principal verb. 

14-16. Not a verbal quotation of any single text but a reminiscence of such passages 
as Rom. xiv, 1 (roy 8¢ doOevotvra rH miore mpocdapBdvecbe) ; Acts xx, 35; Ja. v.14; I Thess. 
me a4. 
27. oirwes: the two ends of the s are brought so close together that the letter looks 
like o. 

28. mdvra: if this is right the preceding rd is superfluous. The »r are not very clear 
but probable ; zavdia is less likely. There has perhaps been a correction. 

32. The letter preceding ec@a was probably o or 4, as the ligature comes downwards 
from the top. Hence we cannot read yiveo@a or vopifer@a. Probably ovras éa|erOaz (I. -e), 
or yerno|ecOae or KrnOnolecOa. As the space cannot be great the first seems best. 

35. |. vy: difficult. The » is all but certain, though a (= «) is just possible. | cvlyai8n 
however does not suit the traces at the beginning. The sense required is ‘ since our brother 
is in great distress’. 

36. For [atrod «ils see 1916, 17. Line 35 may require a longer supplement, but to judge 
by the recto, where |. 1, in which a trace of ¢ remains, must have been the first line of the 
letter, there cannot be room for a great deal; and cf. 1.37, n. The reading after py is 
exceedingly uncertain and is got rather from @ priori probability than from the actual 
characters, none of which except the v of duéAyooy can be regarded with great confidence, 
though od» suits the traces well. 

37. Perhaps [paypa rax|i? In that case, if the reading in 1. 36 is correct, rayd kai 
ndvte tpém@ is loosely used, as if the sentence had a positive form (So74c0v or some 
similar verb). : 

38-9. This is very puzzling. The word before the crosses (which mark, as usual, the 
point where the string passed round the folded letter) is obscure but is presumably Coptic. 
noyao itentwoy (the division of the words is doubtful) has, according to Mr. Crum, the 
appearance of a place-name, and nentwoy may be a curious genitive form (‘of the mount’; 
cf. P. Cairo Masp. i, 67022 r., 9, V., 4, Movvmroov). But the purpose of the entry is not 
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clear, The address is given below, the reverse way up; moreover it is strange that 1. 38 
occupies only part of the available space (the papyrus is rubbed before epo., but there is no 
clear evidence of any writing having preceded; some apparent traces are more probably 
stains than ink), and that the words are repeated in 1]. 39. Mr, Crum therefore suggests 
that Il. 38-9 are mere scribbles or pen-trials; but against this are the facts (r) that the 
crosses are inserted as if for an address, and just above the crosses in |, 40, (2) that the 
hand is probably identical with that of l. 40. Both Coptic and Greek are in a larger, more 
formal hand than the letter itself, as is usual in addresses, but in their formation the 
characters resemble those of Heriéous, and there seems no reason to doubt that he wrote 
the whole. ‘Perhaps the Coptic was an after-thought ; Heriéous addressed the letter in the 
usual way and then added the (temporary?) address of Apa Pai€ous for the messenger’s 
guidance. It should be added that in neither 1], 38 nor in |. 40 are the crosses made as 
here printed, In 1. 40 three parallel lines are drawn from left to right downwards and 
three others at right angles across them. In 1. 38 a similar scheme was probably adopted, 
and the whole was apparently enclosed in a rough circle. In 1], 39 the over-written 9 is 
misplaced, between y and a, but was no doubt intended to go between a and m, 


PAPYRUS 1916,.— Circa A.D. 330-340. 
Inv. No. 2545. 23 X 195 cm. 


Acquired in 1923. Light brown papyrus, discoloured in places by damp. Con- 
siderably damaged, especially at the foot and in the middle, and imperfect in the right top 
corner, Written in the same hand as 1915, and in ink of the same colour, across the fibres. 
On the verso the discolouring of the papyrus and running of the ink make portions very 
difficult to read, 


As explained in the introduction to 1915 this letter refers to the same 
subject as that. It is apparently a joint letter from Moses and Heriéous, written 
by the latter, and addressed to the Meletian community generally ; but Heri€ous 
sometimes forgets that he is not writing in his own name only and drops into the 
first person singular, just as, in his final greeting, he apparently addresses 
Paiéous alone. On the verso he has added a postscript in his own name 
addressed to the latter individually. : 

As 1915 gives fuller details than 1916 it is natural to suppose that it was 
written first and that 1916 was intended partly to reinforce it and partly as 
a circular letter to be passed round the community. Hence the order here 
adopted. It is, however, to be noted that 1916 has no address on the verso, and 
], 10 suggests (see note there) that Pamonthius was the bearer of it. If so, he 
would doubtless supply the details himself, and the inference from the greater 
fullness of 1915 is unnecessary. It is likely enough that both letters were 
written and delivered together. 


Tois marl? aylols ayarnrots [kal yAv-] 

xutaros [ITac\nodri mperBiurépw Kai] 
—— a « r \“) tyrz s \ 

Aidcrxopols Kat] ‘Tépag xai | 

kal dra Slovlpod cal wa@ole rots aded-] 
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5 pois xal maou rolls mepl [duas| 
kar’ dviolua Mavon|s Kat “Epinois ?} 
© ¢ 4 « a ’ r 4 a 5 
[ol] brodeéorepor vpadv ev [k(upljo xaipecv.| 
~ \ \ ¢ « ay 
—IIpaétov perv tiv mpoolkivnow bpor| 
ToLovmEvol, ayamnror mdrplwves, ayyéAdeuv ?| 
— 10 BéXwpev epi TovTov Tov aylamnrod IapwvrOfov ?| 
iy ? 4 M ¢ d ss \ wv 4 
— ort ev peyddyn avdyKn €éolti kal alcxiota mémov-] 
« / 2 ca , Z 
dev br6 Twerv avOpdniwy dvedrenpdy-| 
wv Kai adéwv, iva Kal byuils omovddonre ?| 
> A es \ ~ 
QUT@ «11. VK. [ls Xple wel es. Kal THS 
15 [U]repBodrAns buav alyd|rny tiv év TO odparva 
— kKarotkeiy. ‘Avayklallos ody mdvy omovddoare 
Bale tg ¢ \ Z ) ~ ) 4 
avT@ adodkves, dre Ta Téxva avTod els SovdAlav 
or ts 4 , \ x 4 « ) 
Hptracav of~davicrai> ef dé Exeré por ws aded- 
pov todrov auvBonOjaare, d&yamntoi, 
20 bre mdvu opodpas ‘€’ONUBe Huds ob'rws epi 
4 ~ , 4 A « “A ’ ? 4 
TavTns (THS) avayKns, Kal iuls OUK oKY)nTw- 
pev. Ei rit kal edpyxaper mrapeddxapev avTo, 
G\Aa Kal brep tiv Stvapw Hmav Eemoijoa- 
pev. Hi mt édav duvicare cuvdéEate apytpra 
_ 25 pétpnoov adrd, Kal ypdaré po mepi av de- 
~ ddkare, iva rd dopadres peOdpev, va Kal 
micOa@mev, émidi) TX TOAAG TAEioTA apyUpLa 
“~ tA d t ad > 7 
xpewort. “Opa pi) apedjoare, aylalmnrol, eri- 
O) mapamecodaw 6 adedgpos Tovat[ry|y avdyKn(v). 


30 "Elppa@cl0ai oat eUx| omar hg ree es 


From top to bottom of the left margin: 
’Evoigacbe ody tiv eudutov buov aydrny Kal evon(dA)ayxvia\v| 


kal tiv otopyiyv TAS buav marpLorntos. 


Verso: 
: “Tpdgo ce ovv, ddeApe IT ainod{s 
— radrny thy avdykny, wa | Tav-| 
35 Tl TpoT@ Kai KaTdoTHoov | 
avtT@ mapa rots ddedpois, iva | 
Soba ofda yap Sri woA{A}U W. | 
kal améatedr€ Tols adedgois | 


doparv éypayra vpiv. Ei ri cay dvrijcare auvrcEat ?| 


40 mapa Trois yirévois adeAgois [.].p.. G+ [+++ +? aogla- 
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— Ajv Kal oppdyigov adrhy [.]. voroT. A... [.|. adrod 
eyytnv atrov &aBa mapa tov oTpaTwra@y tevtakocioy 


taddvtev Kepideov kal Tékov, YY @. 


3. 1. Avookdpe, ‘Tépaxe, 5+ mage t[olly gept [Suds]: Hunt. 8. @ of mperov corr. from o, 


10. |, Oédoper, It, avay'ky. 13. wa; so ll, 26 (des), 34, 36. 1. dpeis, 16. avay’- 
klaclos. | 17. 1. dovdeiar, 18. J. Savecorai, 19. » Of curBonOnoare corr. from B. 
21. avay Kns. ]. typets, Oxvryroper. 25. |. perpyoare. 26. 1. padwpev (Hunt). 
27. 1, mevrOdpev, ered) (So 1, 28 f.) 28. 1. ypeworel, pare. 29. |. wapareccirat, rocadty 
davéyky (MS, avay’xi)). 30. Loe 31. 1. evdeigarde, evorray xvia[}, 33. 1. oo. mrainou| s. 
34. avay ens mav|ri: Hunt. 37+ |. Séow(?). @ of yép corr, or rewritten, 3.9. 1. doga- 
Ajv (?). 42. €y'yuny, TevTaKooLw, 43. 1. xeadacor, 


‘To the all-holy, beloved, and most sweet Paiéous, priest,and Dioscorus and 
Hierax and ... and Apa Sourous and all the brethren and all them that are with 
you by name, Moses [and Heriéous ?] the most humble among you, greeting in the 
Lord. First making obeisance to you, beloved patrons, we desire to [inform] you 
concerning this be[loved Pamonthius], that he is in great straits and has suffered 
most shamefully at the hands of certain pitiless and godless men, that you too 
[may succour] him... from your superfluity to dwell in (?) the love which is in 
heaven, By all means then succour him without hesitation, because his creditors 
have carried off his children into slavery ; and if you hold me this man as brother, 
join in giving help, beloved, because these straits have afflicted us exceedingly, 
and we ourselves will not shrink (from helping him). Whatever we could find we 
have given him; yea, we have done even beyond our means. Whatsoever you 
can collect in money pay it over, and write to me of what you have given, that 
we may know for certain, that we may have assurance, since he owes much, 
very much money. See that you do not neglect, beloved, since our brother will 
fall into so great straits. I pray for your health ... P.S. Show then the love 
and compassion that are native to you and the affection of your fatherli- 
ness. P.P.S. I write to you then, brother Paiéous, [to inform you of ?] these 
straits, to the end that [you may] by all means [help him ?] and appoint . . . 
for him among the brethren, to the end that they may give .. .; for I know 
that they ... much... And dispatch to the brethren ...I have written to 
you. Whatsoever [you can collect ?] among the neighbouring brethren secure and 
place it under seal. Ihave taken him on bail from the soldiers for five hundred 
talents capital and interest 800 talents.’ 


I. marl? ayioks there is hardly room for wavev@ypow. Wardyeos or the superlative of it, 
when not applied to the divine Persons or attributes or to the Virgin, was a title of bishops 
(see Sophocles, s. v.), but it is quite possible that in a complimentary letter like this it might 
be used of mere priests, ma[apioro}is (cf, e. g,, 1677, 41) could perhaps be got in but is 
not very likely. 

4. The reading wag{c is not certain, as there may be a character between a and the 
supposed @, but probably the appearance of a letter is due merely to the running of the ink 
from the a, 

7. [oi] drodeeorepor: if the supplements adopted are right this must be used in a depre- 
catory sense, practically as a superlative. There is no reason to correct Sud» to judr if we 
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suppose that the writers regard themselves as belonging to the community presided over 
by Paiéous. 

g. marploves: cf. P. Lond. iii, 982 (p. 242) = Ghedini, 27, 1, 10; Ghedini, 25, ro. 

10. Haporéiov: the supplement is rather long (but cf. the practically certain supplement 
of 1. 11), and possibly one should read rather ddeA¢otv. The rovrov seems to imply that 
Pamonthius himself carried the letter (note that it bears no address), and if so it was not 
necessary to name him, particularly as Heriéous had previously (if, as is natural, we place 
1915 first) written on his behalf. 

12. There is a considerable blank space between the 6 and « of éev, due apparently to 
a prominent displaced fibre. 

13. omovddaonre: cf. 1. 16. 

14. The supposed x might be v, perhaps followed by p, and yp suggests ypnudroy, but 
it does not seem possible to read air ex ray budv xpnudroy kai kth. (with, e.g., Ante, ddvres| 
in], 13; Hunt). 

18. pow: probably an ethical dative, rodrov being the object of éxere, not (= rovre) 
of cvvBonOnoare. 

2if. dxvijcaper, Et te xrh.: it seems better to punctuate like this, understanding 
Bonbety Or orovddtew ait@ after dxvja(o)uer, than to omit the stop and take the construction 
as confused, the writer beginning to write ‘we shall not hesitate to give him whatever we 
can afford’ and then changing to the past tense. 

24. Suynoare: for the tendency in late Greek to confuse deponent and active forms 
(which makes itself felt in both directions) see Jannaris, § 1000. duvayae however, a common 
verb in Byzantine papyri, seems immune from the tendency in extant texts, and the present 
form may be a mere slip of the pen. 

ovvdétare : not corrected in the critical notes to ovhAéfax because such paratactical uses 
are characteristic of the style of the Byzantine age, and there is therefore no need to regard 
ouvdééare asa slip ofthe pen; cf. P. Oxy. vii, 1071, 4: 76 ri dpidovow roujrovery ; 8: xarakiocoy 
ody ypdvov; xvi, 1871, 5: xaragidon pabe; 6: py[S\ev ody dpeAjors rovro ppdvticov. 

25. pérpnoov: strictly inappropriate, as the word is properly used of payments in 
kind. 

26-7. The interpretation adopted is due to Prof. Hunt. To leave pé@oper (it is 
hardly possible to read pd@opev) uncorrected and render ‘that we may surrender the bond’ 
raises great difficulties, as the creditors only can have held a bond. ‘The sense no doubtis 
that a written statement in Paiéous’s own hand would be more trustworthy than an oral 
message. 

2%, ra mod mreiora: curiously worded. Perhaps rd is superfluous and mAciora inserted 
merely to strengthen and reinforce wodda, ‘much, yes, very much’. 

29. maparecodow: though future in form, it may be suspected that this verb should 
really have been perfect. But a future sense is not impossible, as the writer may have been 
thinking of the further consequences of failure to pay; cf. 1. 42 f 

30. In rather fainter ink than the preceding lines (except Il. 1-5), but this is probably 
due to damp or the ink having run before it was dry; the hand seems to be the same. 
The reading of the dotted letters is extremely doubtful, but ce is more likely than tyas. 
After the lacuna it is hardly possible to recognize with any confidence part of ddeA¢e or 
ddeApot. But one or other is expected and may have been written. The traces do not 


support zrodAovs xpovovs, 
33. About half of ll. 33-9 is lost, so that ¢yyé\Aor oo is insufficient; but the sense is 


no doubt similar. 
35. There is a small blank space after xardornoov; so too after wa in 1. 36. Prof. 


Hunt suggests (e.¢.) [Bon@nons adte mav|ri. 
5 One Sa) t : . 
36. Something like [kat atrol ék ris tmepBorjjs avrév| or [Kat adrol et re edy Stvwvrat avto| 
probably expresses the sense. 7a réxva avrod dmo-|, referring Sovew to the creditors, is less 


For the mixture of single and plural cf. 1. 25. 
39. durnoare: cf. |. 24, n. 
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40. yrdvois: for the confusion of 2nd (or rst) with 3rd declension forms see Jannaris, 
§ 346. The traces in the second half of the line are too small and indistinct for reading, 
though they might perhaps serve to test a conjecture. The sense would seem to be that 
Paigous is to pack securely and send under seal the amounts collected. 

41. odpdyfov: for the retention of the ¢ in the aorist see, e.g., 1676, 57, n., and the 
instances collected in the index to vol. v (p. 289). After this it is hardly possible 
to read xal ardéoriAov brép adrod, though gr can be reconciled with the smeared and indistinct 
traces. 

43. f/ @: the symbol (which is made not quite as in the text, the side stroke being 
joined to the other) is that for talents, and we must therefore suppose (since ¢ = 500 is 
impossible) that the sum of Soo talents is either the total of capital and interest or the latter 
alone. The second is the more natural interpretation of the wording but would indicate 
a most usurious rate of interest. Pamonthius, however, had clearly borrowed under great 
difficulties and therefore possibly enough at a high rate, and we do not know how long the 
interest had been accumulating. Moreover it would appear from 1915, 25 f. that he had 
paid off about half the original capital, so that Soo talents may be the interest on 1,000. 
(This assumes that the amount in the text is that of Pamonthius’s debt, which is a not 
unreasonable assumption ; the guarantors obtained his release on undertaking liability for 
his debt.) , though not absolutely certain, is very nearly so: 


PAPYRUS 1917.—Circa A.D. 330-340, 


a) 


Inv. No. 2489. 25-5 X 46-7 cm. 


Acquired in 1922 (left half) and 1923 (right half). Light brown papyrus, darkened in 
one or two places. Considerably damaged, especially at the foot and towards the right side, 
where a strip of papyrus is lost from 1. 5 downwards. Written in a fairly large, sloping, 
irregular cursive hand, rather uncial in character, along the fibres, in black ink. 


This letter, like 1915 and 1916, is of rather unusual interest, but not so much 
for its subject-matter as for its spelling and extraordinary style. The confusion of 
e and a is of course common enough in papyri, but few writers at present known 
are so addicted to it as the writer of 1917, and spellings like uawarnuairos (uenedn- 
xevos), dat (de), iaive (eidévar) show to what a length his predilection for at can go. 
Another striking feature of his letter is the wild confusion of cases and genders, 
which makes it difficult in places to determine the exact sense—if indeed the 
writer can be allowed to have had any exact sense in his mind at all, which his 
style renders a little doubtful. That style is of a verbosity and emptiness not 
common even in texts of the Byzantine period, complimentary epithets being 
accumulated one upon another and words and ideas repeated until it becomes 
hard to obtain any distinct impression from the medley. The writer characteris- 
tically omits even to give his own name in the greeting and has to slip it in by an 
afterthought towards the end of the letter. 

A further point of interest is the treatment of the xomina sacra. The 
standard contractions of these, surmounted by a straight stroke, are already 
common in fourth-century texts, and several examples will be found in the 
present volume ; but the writer of 1917 writes the zomina sacra in full and yet 
uses (not indeed always but frequently) the stroke—or rather, in most cases, two 
short strokes—above them. There are examples elsewhere (see, on this subject, 
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L. Traube, Nomina Sacra, p. 49f.), but the practice of the present writer is 
exceptionally regular and consistent. Ag hinted by Traube, it is no doubt due 
to the fact that the contracted forms of the zomina sacra, though well established, 
were not yet completely understood by the less literate writers. 

When we come to the actual subject, it is a little difficult to discover what 
the writer is informing his correspondent about. The greater part of the letter is 
occupied with requests for Paiéous’s prayers, the prayers of the other brethren, 
and their intercession with yet others. The writer speaks of a mapdrropa diaSo- 
Aux (ste) which had occurred to him; but what the TapdnTwsa was, is uncertain. 
It was perhaps that he stayed too long in the kntoAdxavov (1. 13), which is sup- 
ported by zeip ja@su(e)vos if that reading be accepted ; but in any case the mention 
of the d.a%«n in 1. 9 ff. suggests that he was already in some disgrace, and that 
the agreement as to his being handed over (rapadéonra, 1. 12) to Sourous was 
in the nature of a punitive measure. It may indeed be that Paiéous already 
knew the circumstances of the writer’s sin, and that the object of this letter was 
merely to ask for prayers. 

In any case the letter gives a very interesting illustration of the practice of 
intercessory prayers. The writer asks that requests for prayers shall be circulated 
kara ovyv, i.e, among the various cells of the Meletian anchorites, not only in the 
immediate neighbourhood but also in the ‘upper regions’, i.e. probably in the 
Thebaid. One is reminded of the mortuary and similar rolls of the Middle Ages. 

There is no trace of an address on the verso, though there are a number ot 
crosses, such as frequently mark the space left for the string. The address may 
have occurred on the strip which has disappeared from towards the right (recto) 
side of the papyrus, but there is nothing to support this. 

t Te yvnowrdtro Kal polT\verdro Hlalkaplwrdre alyamnr|e Kal bed 


HatmerAnpatve Kal [rla(r|Anpopatvos mvevua'ros d&ylov’ 


iS) 


kal Tipi@raros mapz kupio bad dra Ianod, ev deord(rov ’In|rob 
Xpiotod xaipa IIpd pev rdly\rev etyouat vou rhv 
OoKAnplay rape TH Kupio ad. Tadra t& y[pd|upara {per eypa| a 
5) a ‘4 ¢ wD SN Lou \ o~ 
ev T® Xapti TovT® Wy abTa avdyvois pata xapas 
— 4 Kal perd ipjvns BeBewrdrns exé dyiov [mvetpuatios Kai flawta& iNapérntos 
“a 4 \ 5 
0e@ patpedrnpatvm kat [[r]] para pidroge- 
7 7 a 7 Are \ ae Z 
[[y]vias pakpobvpias memAnpopaivy mrvevplaros dylov. Zoli odv ypdda, 
yynowrarat Kal BeBled|rarar dma ILanod 
we 
6 map& kupiov Ocot, bmws eddpys tas yipds olov mpds Tov deo |réorny 
X\ c 7 lan lal 
Oardy as Tolmws oravpS.[.J.[... .]fia O66 parpatdn- 
palvy dvd €uod TH TaTuU@ Kal tarerdpo, Kal [od Kjaragil@| ro dds rob 
irlov idaive, dws 6 Beds [axupson ?| Td xipoypadov rev 
apapti@v ov die aly BeBewrdtwv bmalvy mplorevydy aywrdreov. 
Dvdvai cat odv Oairw, [yvnoidrlarar Kal paKapi- 
> - A , a 
—~ 9 @TaTai, OTe OTE Hoppa ev TH vijow Ths Mépdglews| pait a) rév &ywwrdrov 
aderpav kal émollnoav melp) euod thy dtaOhKny 
G 


Se) 


{ 
cL 


~I 


o/s] 


10 


It 
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Thy OG pepednipériny Kai ozovdaialv) eijAcy|nuadyin(v) rvebplaro|s 
dyiov.¢.€ Kai @wa Kj.......)s xai dra ‘Npcevot- 

gos Kai dwa Xovpods xai dwa IIeBE xai add [rp\ecBuirlaipw 76 ard 
Tnévaiws Kai ‘Avzivovs [? xai....jos Tovay vid Oicragell faa 

kat dza Mixaddvny, wa wapaddonrai par tod [é}ra Youpois is Thy 
forty aurod. Kai eut[va ? wetpja(opawvos év T@ Lz< Sq ofteNTega 


=~ 13 KnmoXaxdve, Kal Gulia ext Ews rod Sapary|d0, xai Aloljrac dai eéBnv 
dwndOa «is 7o [.......)8, Kal viv BéBnxal pe 
2 4 z ~ > 2 > \ ea . 
14 TapdaTwpa diaBodixy. lav ody moinoor, a@yanntal yrnoiwrarat xai 
afi@tata: mapa Kupim [6eO, pera omlovdas didofe 
? 2 zt - ~ £ .s ~ = am Zz 
15 vias mvevpatos ayiov GeO paiwatdnpalyw vuxtis Kal jpaipas mapaxadéons 
N 6 onde rs > 25 aS ‘Sea 
Tov Gedy Tov K[Upioy ? wdv|rar—rov & vio 
: \ ve x oe <m o = 2: > x - =~ 
— 16 ey waTpi Kat 0 & waTpi & vio—iva) amwoddcot pe cis Tas Xipas dyer 
> ~ A r br | £ ed 
aoGevas Cai. .[....... Jams ddoxatropa. 
17 tvedparos ayia. Od péivoy Gal taiza typawa éypawa Gat xai 7T@ ara 
—— 
“Appovt cai TO dnja...... kjai 7@ ara Te Be 
18 kat eis Ta dvyw paipn apis Mixaddvny Sia épod, ey “Apiev,( iva) 
eddpwcw alrav Tas dyial7dtas atrév] xipay mpos zév []Geor]] 
19 Gedy év OAns Kapdias atzGy as Toimws cTavpO Kai uh amocrepHal|i@ljoct 
fat _Kal phe... .. wot] pat, @AAa @ 6 Oeds 
20 olxtipper xal eXejjuav obtws Kal dpis [oi\xripy@y cal eAejpoves yiyverGe 
dia [Exod orolvdagopaivor 
21 mpos Tov Gatdy. Ila@y ody woinoov, a@yanntai, civa ypawyns KaT& poviy 
Xx ~ 54 r ~ x aD y 7 2 , 
kai 7®@ Gwa Xovjpods cai 70] dra IcBai; va 
— 22 Kali adrot €dejpoves yevécovTe wepli] Euod KaXécwow mpos Tov Oatdv 
para oxovdns ‘wvelwparos a&ytov 
23 66@ pepednpaivo G4 ) o&rws Kal atrol yea yeu He7[& omovjdns OAs] 
xapéias da [euod eis Ta Gvl paion 
>—— 
24 KaT{aaT}a@ poviy evrehd@paivo: wepi [Euod eyecbar . . . .- ] Thy Kaj. dwar 
Tol... Parept nod 
“25 ére 6 Oeds paxpébvpos xat eAejplor yernoerar?....... wy Kaz... 
~~ ? plarra a[mrovdis ? circa 10 letters.) 
~ —. = ; 
— 26 ‘Aowd(opali] car, paxd|pre] dra Iainod,:.......- -- ? awa H\eBe..[— 7 
27 Kal tods odv [clot wavzjas a@ldeAdovs [— 
1. |. @erewordre, pepednper@, wexANpapere. Gea (é rewritten); so lL. 4. 2. 1. rete- 
tate, bee (so tk a. &c.), Seoxdry “Incod Xpisr@ yaipe. waiyov (so [hey = 26), &) joov. = Last 


stroke of » in ohoxAnpiay rewritten, 6ae/, i y Of yaprie corr. from x, and @ rewritten. @ 
of rovre smeared, and a letter deleted between it and a. 1, pera ; So ll. 4 (425), 9, 22, 25- 


4. ippeas (1. cippyns), Dapormros. 1. SeSaorarys é€, pepeAnperos, Byt0n, 5 Jase 
paxpobupres corr. frome. 1. memAnpapcvos, yuswrare, BeSadrare. pevp|aros. 6. 1. xupie 
Gea, € éxapns, xeipas (so 1. 16), ros cravpot @: o Corr. ; See note), pepednpevos. Gaxov. 7- L row 


TawEewod, Tadarz@pou, HAiou Q zewanies) cidepar, dxupoon, xerpéypagor. Geos (so Il. 19, 25). s of 
es corr. from o. jod xleragi[e] : Hunt; ; see note. 8. 1. BeSaordrer, oc, Ge, 
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yunotarate, pakapi@rare, Upov, g. 1. Huev. s of zys corr. or rewritten. n of thy 
rewritten. 10. ea, mvevp| aro|s. ]. evAoynuevny. 11. ], MavAos mpecBuirepos 6, Tyéveas, 
*Avtivoos (?), viod (?). 12. A Of pixadwyny (1. Meyadovupos) corr. from 7 (?), iva (so 


axG, 18, 2%, 23), ic. ]. wapaddonré pe To Ara Sovpodre els, Zuewa (so 1. 13) omovdaCopevos. 
13. exi (I. €xei), ammd’6a,_¢ of ews corr. from a straight stroke, perhaps part of an intended r. 


l. @apevad, dre S€, BeBnxé por. 1 ell 3 dtaBodrxdv, dyannté yrnowwrare, dfiwrare. kK UpLa. 
15. 1. wepednpevos (?—An rewritten), jucpas, Tov. bean (so 1. IQ), tio. 16. 1. tro, dpor. 
l. dwodacer (?: see note), dé (so l. 17, S25). 17. |. dyiov. Between the first and second 


# Of azpou a character (which looks like e) has been written. It may be merely a confused 
apostrophe or perhaps a miswriting of the second mu, which was then rewritten separately. 


18. 1. pépy (sol. 23), Meyatovupov, emapwow, xeipas. 1g. 1. 6\y xapdia (p added later), 
rimos stavpov (vu rewritten), pe, d7s. s of ws smudged but probably not corr. 20. p of 
eXenpoy rewritten, 1. dpeis (MS. tpis), otxrippoves, crovdatduevoc. Second e of yeyveode corr. 
from az, 21. 1. Gedy (So 1. 22), dyamnré, iva, Soupodr, We8é. v of pom corr. froms. i of 
wa rewritten, 22. 1. yevnoovrat. s Of mpos rewritten. 23. |. pepeAnpevor (?). 
24. |. evrehNdpeva, 25. s Of paxpofvpos rewritten. 26. l. ce. paxdl|pee]: Milne. 


“To the most genuine and most enlightened, most blessed, beloved and in 
God’s keeping and filled with the Holy Ghost and most valued in the sight of 
the Lord God, Apa Paiéou, greeting in our Master Jesus Christ. Before all 
things I pray for prosperity for you with the Lord God. This our letter I wrote 
on this papyrus that you might read it with joy and with most secure peace 
from the Holy Ghost and with cheerfulness in God’s keeping and with enter- 
tainment of long-suffering filled with the Holy Ghost. To you then I write, 
most genuine and most secure in the sight of the Lord God Apa Paiéou, that 
you may lift up your hands to our Master God, in the semblance of a cross,... 
in God's keeping for me the humble and wretched and unworthy to behold the 
light of the sun, that God may [annul] the bond of my sins by your most 
secure, most holy prayers. I desire you then to know, most genuine and most 
blessed one, that when we were in the Island of Memphis with the most holy 
brethren, they, ... and Apa C ...s and Apa Orsenuphius and Apa Sourous and 
Apa Pebe and Paul the priest of Téenis and Antinous [and ? . . .]us son of Touan 
the son of Ouenaphrius and Apa Megalonymus, made concerning me the covenant 
in God’s keeping, excellent and blessed of the Holy Ghost, that you (?) shall 
hand me over to Apa Sourous, to his cell. And I abode, being tempted, in 
the vegetable garden, and I abode there till Phamenoth, and so soon as I went 
out I departed to the ..., and now there has befallen me a diabolical transgres- 
sion. By all means therefore, beloved, most genuine, and most worthy in the 
sight of the Lord God, with zealous entertainment of the Holy Ghost in God’s 
keeping, by night and day entreat God the Lord of all—they that are in the Son 
being in the Father, and he that is in the Father is in the Son—that he may 
restore me into your hands; ... burnt offering of the Holy Ghost. And not 
only did I write this, but I wrote also to Apa Ammon and Apa...and Apa 
Pebe and to the Upper Country to Megalonymus for myself, I Horion, that they 
may lift up their most holy hands to God with all their hearts, in the semblance 
of a cross, and may not cut me off and may not [cast me out ?], but to him to whom 
God is compassionate and merciful so do you too be compassionate and merciful, 
being zealous on my behalf to God. By all means then, beloved, write from cell to 
cell and to Apa Sourous and to Apa Pebe, that they also may be merciful for me 
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and may call upon God with zeal of the Holy Ghost in God’s keeping, that so 
they too may write with zeal of their whole heart for me to the Upper Country 
from cell to cell, enjoining (all) to pray for me. . . for me, that God will be long- 
suffering and ‘merciful ... with zeal ...I greet you, blessed Apa Paiéou... 
Apa Pebe .. . and all the brethren with vou,’ 


1. Galrlwerdre: the reading is not certain, and the word does not seem to be used 
elsewhere in a similar context, but it is strongly suggested by the certain letters, and » are 
quite possible readings. 

@c@ paizeAnyaive: avery favourite phrase of the writer’s and often used in contexts 
where it is difficult to assign to it any very satisfactory meaning. The difficulty is increased 
in several cases by the shakiness of the writer's concords, which makes it uncertain to what 
word the phrase is to be attached. Here at least the meaning is not in doubt; it signifies 
that Paiéous is under the special care of God. ‘In God’s keeping’® seems a reasonable 
rendering, and in order to represent in English the style of the origimal it is retained 
throughout the translation. For the phrase itself ef., e.g., Eusebius, V2 oa Const., iv, 41, 6 ye 
TO Gea pepeAdnueros. 

2. xaipar: for the use of this form instead of yaipew see P. Oxy. xii, 1492 (= Ghedini 
12), 1; PSI. iii, 208 (= Ghedini 13), 1; Oxy. ix, 1185, 13; Lond. ili, 899 (1, p. 208); 
&c.; and ef. Oxy. iii, 526, 1; Flor. ii, rg0 verso, 1, where xaipos is used. Now too see 
F, X. J. Exler, Zhe Form of the Ancient Greek Leiter (Washington, D.C., 1923), pp. 33 f., 
67f. Usually, as in the instances quoted, the word, when used in the imperative, comes first ; 
but cf. the Coptic letters 1920 and 1921 below. 

etyonai cot xtA.: cf, P. Oxy. xii, 1495 (= Ghedini 21), 3-5. 

4. 68 paiped\nyaire: the grammatical relation of this is uncertain; it may be in- 
tended to go with dapéryros (* godly cheerfulness’), as wewA. av. dyiov in |. 5 may be meant 
to go with paxpofvpias, but on the whole it seems best to refer both to Paiéous. This 
is supported by the deleted =; the writer perhaps began to write werAqpepeéres «rd. here and 
decided to add pera «ri. first. 

5. SeGjeé}rarm: if the trace above the lacuna is rightly identified as 8 there is room for 
nothing more than eo, In ll. 4, 8 the form SeSeeraros is used. 

6. Ss roizas grauvp@: the mysterious combination ecromessravpe recurs in |. 19, also in 
a passage asking for the raising of hands in prayer. The difficulty of mterpreiation is 
increased by uncertainties of reading, for in both cases the writer has muddled the phrase. 
Here the second ¢ is a correction. In 1. 19, on the contrary, where the two sigmas are 
original and certain, the writer has become confused over cravpe; he seems first to have 
written this and then to have rewritten the v with a very long tail, so that it looks like p, 
which he may even have intended. The division and interpretation adopted (es rémes 
oravpod, the lifting up of the hands suggesting to the writer the figure of the cross), which 
was suggested by Mr. Milne, is a little far-fetched, but it seems possible, and no other 
tolerable explanation offers itself. It perhaps receives some support from the passage 
in Athan, De Jncarn. Verbi, 25: tweta, ci 6 Gdvaros tov xupiov Autpor oti wayrer, Kal Te 
Gavar@ rovrov To peadrotyor Tod Gpaypov Averat, cai yiwerar tay Gray y KARoS” TOS Gy Hpas 
npogsxadéoaro, €i ps) CgTatpeTo; €y nora yap TO GTavpe exreraperais Yenoi Tis anoGryoKa. Ato Kal 
Totro Emperer tropeivat Tory Kuptoy xai Tas yEipas exreivat, wa TH Wey TOY waAatoy Nady, TH Ge TOUS azo 
rar cCrav Axvey, xai augorépouvs év éarte avrayy. What follows is quite obscure. Probably 
€e paipahnpaivy is to be referred to Paiéous. Prof. Hunt suggests that the feminine forms, 
here and in |. 5, may be due to the use of polite periphrases for ov, but the writer is so very 
erratic in his concords that the explanation is perhaps hardly required. 

7. Su: used in the sense of iwep; cf. ll. 18, 20, 23. An uncertainty in the use of the 
prepositions was characteristic of later Greek, and led, in the modern language, to the 
disappearance of several (including iwép) and their replacement by others. Instances in 
papyri are: «epi for twép, below, |. 24; 1781, 14; P. Oxy. x , 1298, 4f5 xe 1494, 6; 
&a for repli, Oxy. xvi, 1871, 5 f.; 1875, 11. In Oxy. 1871, 4 (wényouad twa .. .) dia rows 
avépéwous xat rots xapmAous, dea has the sense of ‘for’, i.e. “10 fetch*. For the use of da 
(with the accusative) as = inép see Jannaris, §§ 1521, 1534 (c). The present instance (with 
the genitive) is a half-way house to the later use. 
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[od xjaragi[@|: this (taking ¢i8éva as a confusion with ieiv) seems on the whole likelier 
than the editor’s reading [x |era£{|, ‘and I ask the light of the sun to know it’. 

[dxupdon]: or, €.g., apavion ; but dxvpdon (the o is written for reasons of space) suits the 
metaphor of x:péypadoy better. 

9. TH mop tis Méudlews|: it is not clear what island at or near Memphis is 
intended. 

Tre|pi €nod tiv diabnxny: mepi here seems to be used in its proper sense, not as = imép. 
The d:a6yxn is apparently a mutual agreement made among the brethren concerning the 
writer. 

Io, .¢.e: the first letter may well be «; so perhaps Sede (O. Strassb. 645, 6).. In any 
case the word seems likely to be a name. These names are apparently to be taken as 
subjects to émoi[nvay, added by an afterthought: ‘they made a covenant, (that is to say) 
Seue (?)’, &c. 

dna K{. satis sire either K[eAAod0]s (1914, 56; 1918, 18) or Kopyn\os (1914, 55) 
would suit the space, but neither is called dma. Kodo8és (1918, g) is rather too short, and 
this person also is not called éma. The word was not always inserted, but is generally 
(though not always; cf. 1. 58, n.) used in 1914; hence the person referred to here may be 
different from any of those who occur elsewhere in the correspondence. This is the more 
likely, since he was presumably a member of the Memphite community, not of that at 
Hathor. 

II, Tyevaws: just conceivably for Tyvews in the Hermopolite nome (another Ts in the 
Thinite nome, PSI. iii, 168, 26), but much more probably a hitherto unrecorded place- 
name. 

’Avrivovus; it is natural to suppose that this is another personal name (the last letter may 
be either s or o), but if so we should expect before Tovay the word kai, that following 
’Avrivous being a patronymic or epithet (mpeoBirep|os?). Unless xai has been accidentally 
omitted, we must suppose «ai to follow in the lacuna and os to be the end of a name. In 
that case Tovay is the father’s name and Ovevappiouv the grandfather’s (amending vid to viod). 
This is unexpected in a letter but not impossible. 

Tovay: cf. 1914. 58, n. 

12. Mixadovyv: perhaps used in this letter as an indeclinable word. The person 
referred to is almost certainly identical with the sxyraNwityaroc, sammadluitysroc of 1921, 
24, 25. For the name Meyadorupos see BGU. 91, 1; P. Fay. 108, 1. A connexion with 
such names as Mixados, MixkdAn, Mixkadlov, Mixkados, Mexkddev (see Preisigke, Namenbuch) is 
much less likely. 

mapadoonta: since there is no further mention of anything that Paiéous is to do except 
to pray for the writer and intercede with various brethren on his behalf, it is possible 
that this really refers to the parties to the Saqxn, and the verb may even be a quotation from 
the (written or oral) agreement, one party addressing the other. If so, what follows has 
reference to the performance of the dca6qxn, the kyroddyavoy being in connexion with the pour 
of Sourous. But the writer does not definitely say so, and if the probable mep]a¢éuawos is 
accepted it may well be that the writer’s tapdmrwpa was that instead of going to the pov he 
remained in the knmodayavoyv. For the aorist form see 1. 16, n. 

mecp|a¢éuawos : Suggested by Prof. Hunt and on the whole likelier than the editor’s 
reading ozovd|a¢éuavos which is used in a different sense in ]. 20. 

13. knwoAaxdv@: apparently a new word. 

vov BeBnka: certainly not ovrBéBnxa, though that may be intended. But this writer 
seems quite capable of using Paivw in the sense of cupBaive. 

14. omlovdjs: almost certain, though the v (made in the same way as the v of cravpa, 
1. 19) is a little doubtful; cf.1. 22. Whether the writer attached any definite meaning to 
this jumble of words may be gravely doubted. 

15. OG paipaadnpuaive: the same doubt arises regarding the reference of this phrase as 
on some previous occasions. 

tov «[Upiov xrh.: the probable |rwy suggests this reconstruction, which involves the 
supposition that roy ... wo is a parenthesis, that rov stands for rév (sc. dvrev. after vid), and 
that the writer changes the construction in the second part of his antithesis. This is the 
less objectionable because it seems clear that the construction is confused. 

16. dzodo.: for the use of the future in place of the subjunctive see’ ]. 22, yevécovre, 
and, e.g., P. Oxy. vii, 1071, 5, 6. But an aorist form éwca occurs (see P. Oxy. vii, 1066, 
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12; xvi, 1874, 14; l. 12 above, rapadmonra; and the instances collected by Jannaris, § 996 
(51), and it may be that we should read drodéon. 

dal ‘ ....Jas: the writer’s extraordinary style makes conjecture hazardous. 
dai is a very doubtful reading. After it or| is possible. 

18. éyo ‘Opiwy: this seems to be a (strictly ungrammatical) interjection of the writer's 
name, which he perhaps remembered he had omitted in I. 2. 

avrév|: the repetition is quite possible for this writer. 

1g. as Toinws ctavp@: cf. |. 6, n. 

drootepho[[iw]jooi pa: evidently used in the sense of ‘deprive me of fellowship’, ‘ cut 
me off’. After this cai ju) €[xpirwct] pa is possible. 

22. yevecovre: cf. 1. 16, n 

katéooow : cf. 1916, 24,n. It is quite likely that the present is a parallel case to those 
quoted there, the sense being in effect ‘may show their mercy by calling on God’. 

para soi “cf. |. 14 fiand note: 

24. mepi: cf. 1.7, n.; Jannaris, § 1488. 

26. ga: the traces "so read are ona piece of papyrus which had been detached and 
has conjecturally been inserted here. But the identification is very uncertain, and the traces 
are by no means clear. 

24. ajsedpovs : this was not the last word, for under the second « of IeSe in 1. 26 is the 
top of a single letter; but]. 27 was the last line, unless there was a short one under the lost 
second half of 1. 26. 


PAPYRUS 1918.—Czrca A.D. 330-340. 
Inv. No. 2546. 22-8 X 13:7 cm. 


Acquired in 1922. Light brown papyrus. Damaged in several places, particularly at 
the point where the papyrus was folded from top to bottom, Written in a medium-sized, 
rather irregular, sloping cursive hand, along the fibres, in black ink. Folded from right to 
left and then once from top to bottom. 


There is little of special moment in this letter, which, apart from the 
lengthy greetings, is merely to announce the dispatch of provisions and to 
express the writer’s intention of visiting Paiéous. But the letter illustrates how 
anchorites and monks obtained their supplies, and it has grammatical and ortho- 
graphical points of interest. The evidence as to folding (Il. 21-2, n.) is also of 
value, since it confirms inferences drawn from creases in other papyri as to the 
frequent practice of folding letters in two directions before sealing them. 


TS Tyuerdt@ kai dyannpévo tmarpi dna [IIa-| 
inods [lol] Xapiowos mretora Kale IIpd pe] 
mdvrov aon[d|éopal oor ToAAd év K(upi)o, aomd[Coluae 
dra AtécKopoy] Kai dra Aptdhova kat dra Kepéor- 
5 Ovwos Kal dma ‘lépag Kal of ody tyiv ddedgol 
Kar’ dvoua, adomd¢gopar ITetvipios Kai Aewvi- 
dns kai IlerOuBéortos Kai Tlamvotdns kat dra 
Tovayv kai dra Ilavadpe, domdg(o|uar Iamvoténs 
6 AvravomoAirns kai KodoBds cai of aded- 
10 gol Kar’ dvoua. Eidéres ovv tHv omovdjy 
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gov, WaTep ara Iainods, Tepl madvTwY adeApov 
Har{A} tora Ene, (Sold Ereuwd] vor Gorvikra 
adptaBas dvo Kai ddrevpa glalkod adprdBas 
pids Kat mpos kal orapoihia kvidioy piav 
15 Kal KAokeAéas Kvidvoy piav> Kal et TL 
xpelav Exes meuryov por Kal pi) (a)yleAnola 
{al mepl tov eiméy co Kal édv Orn 6 O(ed)s [2 Té&x]a 
Epxopmat mpos buds ev tdxe{s}. Aomal¢lere 
{rat} IIcadobs kai of ovv byiv mdvras 
20 Small traces of 1 more line. 


Verso: 


Sed sous 


Cae ‘Am(édos) dra Ia- [1 ; ; 
Bz | mapa) Xapicros. 


1, |. nyamnpevo. [ma |inous (so lea i): 1, Tlatnovre. Bela Cen yKO: 4. 1. Tptpava, 
Tepdvrior. 5. |. ‘I€paxa, tous, adeAdors. 6. 1. Tlerviptov, Aewvidny. 4. |, HerOvBecri0v, 
Hamvovbny (so 1. 8). 8. Over the a of aoma¢oua a character shaped like A has been made. 
g. 1. rov “AvratoroXitnv, KodoBdv, rods ddeAovs. kawor. 10. 0 of ovopa corr. from @. et of 
evSores corr., perhaps from 7; I. eidas. 11. @ Of ravrwy perhaps corr. from o (or vice 
versa ?). 12, First a of zadduora perhaps inserted later. 1. éuod. 13 f. 1. dpraBnp 
play, 14. l. crapidua, &v (so |. 15). 15. 1. yAvkedaias. 16. 1]. duednoate = 
dueAnooy (?: see note). 17. 1, efrov(?). Os. 18. 1. domagovra (?: see note). 
19, 1, jpyiv. 21. ma inovs ; |. amour. 22. |, Xapuciov. 


‘To the most valued and beloved father Apa Paiéous, Charisius very many 
greetings. Before all things I greet you much in the Lord; I greet Apa Dio- 
scorus and Apa Tryphon and Apa Gerontius and Apa Hierax and the brethren 
with you by name; I greet Petnirius and Leonides and Petthubestius and 
Papnouthes and Apa Touan and Apa Panare ; I greet Papnouthes of Antaeopolis 
and Colobus and the brethren by name. Knowing then your zeal, father Apa 
Paiéous, for all the brethren, and especially myself, behold I have sent you dates, 
two artabae, and lentil meal, one artaba and upwards, and grapes, one cxzdion, 
and sweet olives, one cwzdion ; and if you need anything send to me and do not 
neglect (?) the matters of which I told you; and if God will I hope to come to 
you speedily. Psalious and those that are with us greet all [who are with you?]’. 
(Addressed) ‘ Deliver to Apa Paiéous, from Charisius.’ 


1, [Ila\mods: there is not very much room for za, especially at the end of the line, 
where we should expect a to terminate in a flourish, and it may be suspected that the da 
led to the accidental omission of the za of rainovs. 

6. Tervipios: the reading is almost certain, but the name does not occur in Preisigke’s 
Namenbuch. 

7. UerOuBéorvs: cf. 1914, 48, n. This name also is not found in Preisigke. 

14. pias kai mpds: cf. P. Oxy. iii, 488, 17 and n. (Hunt). 

15. kAokedéas : for the almost certain correction to yAvkehaias cf. 1. 4, where Tepdvrios is 
written Kepévdus, and see too SB. 1984(/), where yAvkehaiov appears as k)uKedéov. The 
word yAvkedala does not seem to occur elsewhere, so far as the lexica and papyrus indexes 
go, but SB. 5747, 8, kepapua B, év Kpéos, €v yNucveAewy, seems likely to be an instance, yA. 
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being for yAveeAaév (so too, in the original edition, Grenfell, who accents yAvkvededv), not 
for yAvkeAaiov, as Preisigke takes it. 

et 71: as not infrequently happens, xpetav @yers is treated as practically a single, active 
verb, ‘need’, and so takes an accusative ; cf. P. Lond. 239, 21 (ii, p- 298); Oxy. vii, 1068, 
20; xiv, 1683, 17 f.; xvi, 1929, 3; and so too in the fragment of Aristides, Apol., pub- 
lished by Milne (Journ. Theol. Stud., xxv, 1923, 73-7), 1. 26: méumrovow adrois a xpelav 
€xouvawy, “ms 

16 f. kai py... ov: not very satisfactory; the letter before the lacuna is certainly p, 
not a, the letter after it, though it can at need be read as a, is not specially like it, and the 
reading and interpretation adopted involve the supposition that the writer not only wrote 
wedyoa (ulednon|s is too much for the space) for due\noy but inserted a superfluous a at the 
beginning of 1. 17 and wrote evmey for etov. Nevertheless py auehnons is so frequent in 
similar contexts that duéAnooy seems an obvious correction here. The omission of a is easy 
enough to account for after , and the insertion of a in ]. 17 may be due to the fact that the 
writer originally intended to write (e. g.) & eimdv oot. 

17. tdv: the use of the article for the relative pronoun is very frequent in vulgar Greek 
of the Byzantine period; cf., e.g., the instances collected in the indexes to P. Lond. iv 
(Pp. 533) and v (p. 289). . 

[réy|a: the a is likely, and though the word is hardly required after cay Oédn 6 Oeds it 
suits the space and may well have been added as an additional toning down of the 
assertion: ‘I hope to come D. V.’ 

18 f, doal¢lere {ra} .. . mdvras: this sentence is interpreted above as a greeting from 
the companions of Charisius to the community at Hathor.’ This seems likelier than to take 
dordfere aS = aondteoGe and amend oi to rots. Perhaps mavras is for mdvres, as the traces in 
]. 20 do not favour (e. g.) robs ody ipiv. ’ 

21-2. The diagram on the right (taking the place of the usual crosses) marks the 
place where the string passed round the folded letter. To the left of dn(d80s) is a crease, 
which suggests that the papyrus was folded here; and the diagram on the left is so placed 
that when the roll was thus folded it would come just opposite to that on the right. Thus 
the two diagrams prove conclusively that the letter was folded not only parallel to, but also 
at right angles with, the fibres of the verso, and that the string was passed round the letter 
and the seal attached after this second folding. 


PAPYRUS 1919.—Circa A.D. 330-340. 
Inv. No. 2547. 25:2 X 41-2 cm. 


Acquired in 1923. Light brown papyrus. Imperfect on the left, except in the lower 
part of the papyrus, and rubbed along two narrow strips, one about the middle of col. i, 
the other towards the left middle of col. 2. Written in a good, flowing, rather large cursive 
hand of notarial or official type, along the fibres, in black ink, Folded from right to left, 


The mutilation of col. 1 of this letter makes its particular purpose uncertain, 
but indeed it is somewhat doubtful whether it had any special purpose at all. 
The earlier lines were occupied with the opening greeting, the complete or 
restorable lines (from |. 12 onwards) with compliments, religious reflections, and 
the concluding greetings, so that only two or three lines remain for any definite 
message or request, and it may well be that none such occurred. The style is of 
the usual wordy and empty kind, and is further obscured by the writer’s inability 
(rather striking in the case of a man whose hand is so practised) to control his 
cases, which are in extreme confusion. 

‘The writer's name is [é»yns, which at once recalls the Ifvyns mpeo BUTEpos 
porns Treweyxdpxews tod (Migne rijs) "AvteomoAitov vouod whose letter to John 
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Archaph is quoted by Athanasius, Afol. c. Ar.,67. He calls Paiéous d5eA¢ds, 
not marjp, so that we may take him to have been a man of some standing. He 
mentions (1. 30) a Wats, who may be the Waciv aad Tepdr of 1914, 57, and Terét 
(see 1914, 57, n.) was near enough to the Antaeopolite nome to make a con- 
nexion possible. A further argument in favour of the identification is ll. 18-20, 
which, though at present very doubtfully read, show that Pinnes was living at 
a considerable distance from Paiéous. wes of 1914, 56 is likely to be a different 
person, since that passage implies that Phines was in the neighbourhood of 
Paiéous’s cell, and he is not called dma, as a priest probably would be. 


Cotas 
[Te Kupip K]al aderP@ quay 


Es ace dra| ITatnotr Ilévyns 
[€v K(upl)m mdeioT]a xalpeuy. 


IIpo pev ravrov| wyopulac 76 Kupio O6(6)o 
po p EU|XOP IAL TE ple t 


ESA ear re ]. 7 Laylalyorror\ ody 
Hottie eye ales Pes 76 éxovrt mav- 
ATO Sh ns, ? aderlb@v cuvtvotyTar 
Rees ive owes ] Sid deow THY adEAPO 
I ARES ta em ase |oe pad{A} tora bri ody O(€)o 
BOM omar fly Ruacev ort Juacpe . . [.] @AAHA@Y THY 
NE belay Sactperte T)hv €v Helv mpoodevovcav 
el ee AIRE eS Cet tjatrny. Evyopa ody 7O aet- 


va a ia 4 \ ~ \ \ 
[-vjotm O(€)@ m\doais wpas Tepi cod Kal Tepl 
[Tay adedpoly ev X(picT)@- Kal yap mpoojKéy 
15 coTy GdAHAov pmiluvigKerOar ev K(Upi)p X(pioT)® da 
_— Thy €éxarépwy vyelevav’ TodTo dé moLotvtes 
Xpyoriavol KrnOy[coluev ev X(pior)@. Todro dé 
€v aTépvois éxw Ort Kady pecba pakpav 
GAAnA@v év TH miaTEr TOD deuvyactov O(€0)d 


- ~ \ ae 2 
20 Kal owTHpos hpav.c... apev kai] ex avdrov 


Col. 2.| 
= éoTw % carnpia jpav X(piot)@ dvvdpe dvTa ovy Tots 
i X a a= Me ov. ps 
mpatrovet THY alv|rob peyddAnv dvvaply Kal ouv- 
exxnkores tiv] mplolrnyopeiav. IIpoocayopetw ce 
> 

TOAAG Kal Tov[s adelAdlolWs madvras Kar dvopa Tovs ody 
25 oot, Kal 6 paxdpios Ilatdos mpooayopever oe Kat Tovs 
—— adv col addedgovs, ka{t] of odvv jyiv mavtes adedgods 

mpocayopevoulai] we peTa Kal mdvTwv TeV 

> lal 

adv aol adedgovs. “Edavn d€ 4 aydmn dpov 

2 ~ ¢ z aN r ¢ 

év mot ) Mpokupiccomevyn, paA{A}toTAa 7) pap- 
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30 tupnbcioa Huiv bro Wairos kai Apmoxpa adteov, 
£ \ 4 -. » > 7 
as kal ovynpiOunte Tais adAas aydrats. 


Todro S& movotytes cuvypnarol KAnOHao- 


dra ILaijnotre 


35 jos. 
Perhaps traces of 1 more line. 


4. 60; so too |. g. 5. 1. dyaydvrar. 7. 1. cupmovovvtar. 11. 1. piv. 14. Xo; 
SO) Wb sey Hit 15. K® XO. 16. 1. byiear. 17. 1. Xproreavoi, 18. 1. Hpucba 
ee see note). 19. Ov. 21. |, Xpuorod . . . dvr (?). 22. mpatrovot. |, ouve- 
oxnkdror(?). 23. 1. mpoonyopiar, 26. |. ddedqot. 28. 1. ddedpav. 29. 1. mpoxn- 
pvocopern. 31. ih ournplOunrat. t of ayarrats COTY. 32. iB ovyxplorol. 


‘To our lord and brother Apa Paiéous, Pennes, very many greetings in the 
Lord. Before all things I pray to the Lord God. ..I pray therefore to the ever- 
to-be-remembered God at all hours on your behalf and on behalf of the brethren 
in Christ; for indeed it is fitting that we make mention of each other in the 
Lord Christ for the health of both; and so doing we shall be called Christians 
in Christ. This I have in my heart, that even though we were far from 
each other, (yet) in the faith of our ever-to-be-remembered God and Saviour [we 
are united ?] and in him is our salvation, if we are by power of Christ with those 
who do his mighty power [sc. will?] and have jointly obtained the appellation 
[i.e. of Christians]. I greet you much and all the brethren by name that are with 
you. The blessed Paul greets you and the brethren with you, and all the 
brethren with us greet you with all the brethren with you. Your love which is 
trumpeted abroad was shown in all things, particularly that which was testified to 
us by Psais and Harpocras the fishermen, even as it is numbered among your 
other works of love. And doing this we shall be called fellows with Christ.’ 


2. It is quite possible that nothing is lost before @ma Tamotrs and that 1. 2 was 
indented, but an adjective may well have been inserted here, and as l. 3 was apparently not 
indented that is perhaps more probable. 

4. The line over 6 extends also over the t of xupw, and as cw is separated by a space 
from «vp and was so written (the being linked to +) as to look like kw it is possible that 
the writer, on reaching the end of the line, took the last two words for ko 60. 

5. dy\alyovray : dyaravrev (€. g. pera TOY ce ay.) is naturally suggested, but seems hardly 
possible, as the room is insufficient for a and the first stroke of . But neither y is certain. 

8. ddeAPO: ov Of cvvTwvovvrer (I. 7) is made cursively, without raising the pen, but here 
the concluding stroke is not extended upwards as in |. 7, and it is improbable that more 
than » was intended. The phrase may have been (e. g.) tiv ddeAPO mpémoveay, 

g. wad {A}iora: for the misspelling see 1. 29 and 1918, 12, and cf. too wéAdv, 1915, 17; 
1916, 37. 

Io. joagpe Sc BE perhaps kat(our-, &c. Jere parpeda. 

13. mepi: cf. 1917, 7, n. and 24, n. 

15. pt\uvnocxegOau: not a very easy reading, but possible, and it suits the traces better 
than anything else which has suggested itself. 
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18. pea: very puzzling. A verb is wanted, and the available space is scanty. The 
original characters are certainly very like ena. 7 has been crossed out and ¢ written above 
it. Prof. Hunt’s suggestion of #uefa, though it cannot be read, is a probable correction. 
Apparently the writer, by a curious slip of the pen, wrote pena for nue6a, and then, attempting 
to correct it, altered » to « instead of simply striking out » and inserting it before 7. For 
j#jpeOa and other deponent forms see Moulton and Milligan, s. v. eti. 

21f. As it stands the passage means nothing, and emendation is necessary. That 
adopted in the translation and critical notes seems the likeliest. dvvayw in |. 22 is perhaps 
a slip of the pen (due to the duvdye: of 1. 21, which is directly above it) for BovAnow. 

25. IlavAos: a Iavdoy tov dvayyeorny is mentioned in 1914, 59, but was then with or 
near Paiéous. The Iavag [mp|eoBv[rlaipo tO dd Tyévacws of 1917, 11 is more likely to be 
the person here referred to, but quite as likely this Paul was different from either. 

32. rovro d€ mowdyres: doing what? ‘This seems to be mere unthinking verbiage, 
perhaps a recollection of Il. 16-17. 

guvxpyotoi: ovyxpnords is an unlikely adjective, and the Xpyoriavoi of 1. 17 (cf. 1918, 6, 
Xpnorianxod ; xpnoropdpo, 1926, 1; &c.) makes it almost certain that cvyypiorot is to be 
read. But the sense is not altogether clear. ovv-Xpicroi, ‘fellow-Christs’, is rather bold 
but is perhaps possible if we take the meaning to be ‘ fellow-workers with Christ’, Or has 
xptorés its original sense, ‘ avoznted jointly’? The word may be miswritten for cvvypyoriavoi. 

35- Possibly and8|os. 


PAPYRUS 1920.—Cizrca A.D. 330-340. 
Inv. No. 2488. 26x15 cm. 


Acquired in 1922. Light brown papyrus, darker in patches but nowhere dark ; lacunae 
in several places, especially on the left. Written in a fair-sized, upright cursive hand, 
rounded and fairly regular, with few ligatures, across the fibres, in black ink of a grey tinge. 
Folded from top and bottom, chiefly the latter. Facsimile (ll. 1-7): Plate III (a). 


The following three papyri have considerable palaeographical value because 
of their early date, as also from the fact that their connexion with 1913 and 1914 
makes them datable within comparatively narrow limits. This last point is 
of special importance because most early Coptic papyri so far known can be dated 
only on grounds of handwriting. In Mr. Crum’s Catalogue of the Coptic MSS.in 
the Rylands Library is a group of letters (269, pl. 3; 270, pl. 4; 271, pl.43; 273, 
Pemtonn2 74, pl. 229275 5.909, pl. 5; 901; 301, pl. 3; 912, pl. 55 3143. 352, pl. 55 
396, pl. 4), all written in a more or less pure Achmimic dialect and all dated by 
Crum, on grounds of script, comparatively early (fourth and fourth-fifth cen- 
turies). A comparison with the present letters shows that he was right. The 
Rylands letters do not indeed, from the hands, seem to be all of the same date, 
but a majority of them probably differ from one another by not many years, and 
in view of the evidence of 1920-1922 there is little danger in dating these in the 
fourth century, perhaps in the second rather than the first half. None of the 
hands very closely resembles that of 1920; perhaps the nearest (rather in single 
letters than in general appearance) is 292. A far closer parallel is however 
no. 1102 (pl. 12) in Crum’s Cazalogue (from Ashmunén, i. e. Hermopolis), which 
may now definitely be dated in the fourth century and probably not late in it. 

As pointed out in the introduction to this Part (p. 45) the evidence does not 
greatly support the assumption that 1920-1922 come from the same settlement 
as the Rylands letters. 
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The contents of 1920 are in no way remarkable. 


THE MELETIAN SCHISM 


[1920] 


The subject is the making 


for the writer by Paiéous himself or his community of a cloak and some shoes, 
and the letter has therefore a certain interest, as illustrating the occupations of the 


monks ; cf, 1922. 


It is a reasonable inference from what is said that the writer, 


Hatre of Tmou mpahém, was living at no great distance from the settlement 
of Hathor. 


neyoy-, equally possible. 


Io 


20 


OATPE TIpseiiTeoy eeTaqwee MeTcorer Mey 
EIWOT NMACINY HiTgaTOWP eq{WINE Eepory 
TONOY aslixoere NYarmpe Yuite emactwr 
TanaTaheerr yupire emmoyer maAeiHoy 
AYH WECHHoy THPOY eETHWELeah KATA Weypa 
TWINE ECOWP MTpaeiiTwoe eeiiTecqqeeraay oe 
ACHA aenitecugnpe tuyiTe Epwrh To 

[iJoy gaetiasoerc eloywuy enay emeTH 

90 itee Ssiloo NoenacweAoc emerre 
ACIAOOCTE NAR AeTIQOCOY ENTARET Wa 

pon erthenpnte NoyAehrrwm yitoy 

EWjxe OYN Weore Tasetoc [RJATA MEeROY 
[wus .. .|MeITHNooye RTAer ayo 

[el abauen: ] MeTRMasxsogq ehoA epoc meT 

[Man TleYenrcTOAH Nan Hroqyme eT 
[Maast]Te MAK EW OMe ON EROYWU Ht 

[... Jam AAA eENpHtTe NitTooyerre 

(Pu reat JATAMOOY asstleoe CAP wwe 
[iTlaTanooy ehoA sseaginoyer Nuyo 

[Mtjeé WwMe ERWANTAMOC NEGH oycon 
[elyNHoy THitooye H TaAac aemaghey 

ere oyoeime HeAoode eqywoywoy aer 
[Ta]ac semaohey NTC. ..] Yeooym seer 
[se]NTR oypwsee enfantoyltyy adkAa apr ma 
[eveleye ow NETWihIS exswes 


OYBAEI O€elxoere NTETH 
THP Maseeeye QWWT 


Verso an’ mainy goaroAoe’ (ornament) mapa’ alTpHtoc] 


2. First 9 altered from &. 4. Watta ! 7c. 5. pa: no line visible over a. 
13. Right ends of first e are broken off, but there is little 


Ts OT 


doubt as to the reading. 17. Read ?ethempute; cf. 1. 11. 25. Qww: sic; cf. 
2 TTT STC 


Ligne 
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‘ Hatre of Tmou mpahom Lit is that writes (to) his father Paeiéw of P-hathdér,? 
greeting him much. In the Lord hail (yaipe).? I greet my father Patabeit ; * 
I greet the little Paeiéw (5) and all the brethren that are with you, according to 
(kara) their names; I greet Hér of Tédhe® and his mother Helené and her 
children. I greet you (p/ur.) much in the Lord, desiring to see your face as:it 
were the face of angels (d&yyedos).° Seeing that (é7e157) (10) I spoke, then, to you, 
on the day when you came to us, respecting the fashion’ of a cloak (A«Bitwv) ; § so 
now, if it be possible, make it according to (kara) your’ wish (?) [..... Tiss Iesend 
it when you shall come. And... whatever you shall spend thereon. He that 
(15) [shall bring] this letter (ému.) to you, the same [shall take] it (sc. the cloak) '° 
to you. Again if you wish, [.....]...!' But (aAAd) as to the fashion of the 
mies, |. . «.- | make them; there! has not been means [that I] should make 
them, for there has been a little (20) sickness. If you make it (sc. the cloak) and 
you find a brother about to come, send it, or (7) give it to Pahbew.”” See, an 
oipe of dried grapes have] given to Pahbew...[..... ]. I know indeed (pév) that 
you are a good (?) man", but (dAAd) have (25) mind of me also and pray for me. 
Farewell in the Lord and do you (p/ur.) have mind of me also. 

Verso. ‘Give (azdéos) it to Paiéw the confessor (éuoAoynrys), from (mapa) 
Ha|trés].’ 

The ornament between the two parts of the address apparently consists of 
a parallelogram placed at right angles to the writing and enclosing, on the left, 
a number of lines crossing one another diagonally, on the right, a number of 
upright lines from top to bottom of the parallelogram. 


1 An unknown place. ‘Eagle Island.’ Cia Lol sion tn. 

’ Despite the phrase in |. 8, this division of the words is made probable by the many 
Coptic letters using gsxmxoeic QV arpe. 

‘ The first ma may, as so often, represent ama, if it is not a mere error. 

® The best known Tohe (Tukh) was near Hermopolis; zv. P. Ryl. Copt. 42,n. 342, n.; 
Wadi Sarga, no. 133, n. Presumably Téhe, being thus named, was not in the immediate 
neighbourhood. 

® Reminiscent perhaps of Acts vi, 15. 

7 pute in Sa‘idic, an archaic and very rare word (Zoega, 269, 564); not uncommon in 
Achmimic, where it sometimes corresponds to Sa. caxot (Mich. vii, 20; Zach. iv, 1). It can 
hardly have any but a concrete, material meaning here. Note that ge too is used (l. 9, 18). 

’ On the gender of this cf. Wadi Sarga, no. 161,n. Men who wear such a garment 
are no doubt monks, 

Or ‘their’. 

” The genders of the various accusatives prevent doubt as to what objects are in question, 

4 sg at end of |. 16 may be plur. art., or pronom. form of eme ‘bring’. 

= Tf e (as in MS.) and not ethe be read, it may, with following -me, indicate a participial 
construction. 

1 gaso and taasso (1. 12) differ presumably in meaning, but it is difficult to distinguish 
them. The former is very rarely used of the making of a material object (Zoega, 423). 

4 Tt seems best to leave cap untranslated. 

1° This name as here in Rossi, Wuovo Cod., p. 3, and the same person (a martyr) as 
mragheoy, AZSS. copies de Leyde, 185; and the name as maspheoy in a graffito at Achmim, 
Rec., xi, 147. In Miss., iv, 422, ‘Baba’ is the Arabic transcript of the above martyr’s name 
(cf, P. Lond. iv, p. 410, n.), which thus appears to be connected with Achmim. 

6 A similar phrase in Mon. of Epiphanius, no. 327. 

17 These words recall the postscript often added by the scribe, who however usually 
gives his name. 
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PAPYRUS 1921.—Circa A.D. 330-340. 
Inv. No. 2549. 24:5 X19°8 cm. 


Acquired in 1923. Lightish brown papyrus; a good deal rubbed in places and with 
several small lacunae, besides the loss of a strip down the whole sheet near the left side of 
the letter; the two fragments are nowhere continuous but the gap is smallest in Il. 22-7. 
Written in a fair-sized, upright, rather square cursive hand with very few ligatures, along the 
fibres, in black ink. Folded from left to right. Facsimile (Il. 22-8): Plate III (4). 


This letter, though, apart from an announcement of the dispatch of some 
articles (provisions ?), it consists entirely of greetings and pious compliments, 
is not without interest, firstly for the reflections and scriptural quotations in the 
earlier part, and secondly because it is apparently a letter from, not to, Paiéous. 
There are indeed difficulties as to this last assertion. The first line is very imper- 
fect, so that though na[s|toy comes at the end, where we naturally look for the 
name of the writer, it is not impossible that the usual order might be reversed. 
But the address on the verso is clear: n’ maernoye armaroy, 7 is the regular 
abbreviation for apd, which in addresses precedes the sender’s name, and it is not 
plausible to explain it here as = wapddos ; where a verb was used at all it was 
either dzddos or éxidos. The translation must therefore be ‘From Paiéous’, and 
since he is not likely to have called himself ‘the just’, we must conclude that 
Dikaios was his father’s name ; for the word as a personal name see Preisigke, 
Namenbuch. But there are difficultieseven here. It is strange that the recipient’s 
name was not given in the address, whereas the sender’s name was, and it is 
hardly less so that in an archive which was clearly that of Paiéous himself we 
should find (not a draft but) an actual letter written by him. Internal evidence 
too would naturally suggest that he was the recipient. The writer addresses his 
correspondent with great deference and respect, as we should expect Paiéous to 
be addressed. Hierax, Tryphon, and Dioscorus, to whom greetings are sent, are 
known as members of the community at Hathor ; Isidorus, who sevds greetings, 
isnot. The articles sent by the writer were delivered by Megalonymus, who is 
almost certainly identical with the Mixadoynv of 1917, a man there also clearly not 
belonging to the Hathor community. In every way it would be more satisfactory, 
but for the address, to regard Paiéous as the recipient, and the suspicion arises 
that the writer may have blundered in the address and inserted n’ before nasnoye 
instead of before arxatoy ; but this can hardly be assumed on @ przorz grounds 
Paiéous may have been temporarily absent from his monastery and this letter 
have been directed by him during this absence to his deputy or temporary 
successor. 

The dialect here shows decided characteristics of the younger type of 
Achmimic (Acta Pauli): ahadX, apay, tees demonstrative, verbal forms 4axaxe, 
aippeit, Te- Causative prefix, p- before Greek verbs (? 1. 18) ; but the majority of its 
forms are common to Achmimic and Middle-Egyptian. The only word already 
purely Satidic is the verb o (ll. 10,12). The script may be compared with those 
of Rylands Catalogue, pl. 3, nos. 276, 311, pl. 5, no. 313. 
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| fe) 


15 


to 


ou 


39° 


Verso. 
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Tle T¢/ jna(tjHoy 
oseTiaaeic ealper MWApell eeeit 


Howh [jee [puy|paceeaT TasmToyTte 


efertelK ....] Qc ENkoyaeanapioc 
asevalTe....] AYW ERPAY/[T] ofiter 
ohhH[oyerTialitoy fite MmiroyTe owe 


(T] 
Teg as Man Noypar ebeTer 


WerT[re ayo] TeR[AleamH Tlejer ervey 


(Y] 
NTE [seeeac .|. AOYAM Mee ENpPAT NKEUHae: 


T € 
eherten[caealT QW EHO seeeaTaer NTE MXC 


RATA O[€ Nr]atsacie wooc gaswleMan xe 
asapedalay ejtq[o seeeaTacr TAOp aeitires 


brtoy litle mhlroc ayw welmoyaere eToace 
Trew alcyast gleemeqHapitoc WWapen eit 
IneTleye apaly xecenaswn ahad lreer 

y 
QE AQOLYIT CONVAM Miee ETOACE AYW ENPAT 
ethenc!. .] TERPADH Tap BW Keeeac aEoyalt 
Wee epliclrey apa celtasr write em YHoyit 
Ge MACIWT AYW Masceppel[T] cemmerpe TSIEN 


axcey oi[itenlmpocey XH eToyaah Tcrawpoc 
write [Apan] yusite ama Tp ykbom fuwrite 
THUHpe [re|pagy senmnecan eriteresery Yuyss(szc) 
poy ous [Alocnopoc YnNoyse aciTiinay seit 
Teele M[.J MER asithecay NTE eepRadAwiryecoc 
ecjuytive [€]TER@Qeee wEaTla eemhadwiryecoc 
tec . . [elreqyTeer Tape eEmreqAarititay ire 
aaiteT| Japan adAa UIE apan seit 


epjwsee TINPOy| erTaaanery ywite apan 
[aeiinteTivas|eeen THPOY RATA Meypelt 
[eppwcoar ce] ey OLedAT EI RO OO eer napro 
[TATE RAY ATI)|TATE WaTep 


W TWaerHoye amaroy/ 
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In the Lord hail (xaipere)! Before (+wév) [all] things [I] give thanks unto 
God because of your (?)[..... ], since’ (és) you are a ?man (5) most (?) blessed 
(uakdpios)....- and zealous in your good(?) works (inspired) of God, so that 
(Gore) 7 en. meats with joy because of your faith (iors) [and] your love (ayamn) 
that you have toward * every one. We are glad a little* (10) because of your 
[manner (? of life)]°, since (@s) you are a soldier of Christ ; even (xard) as the Lord 
Said. itane ate. ®, “No one that is a soldier mixeth” (himself) in the affairs 
of [this *] life (Bios) °”” and “the husbandman that laboureth, [he] it is ?° [taketh] 
of his (szc) fruit (kapmds) the first.”1! We (15) believe (auorevew) Him (?), that thus 
it shall be fulfilled toward (?) every one that labours. And we are glad because 
ro) Be By sede For (ydp) the scripture (ypa¢y}) saith, “ Whosoever believeth (mor.) #2 on 
Him shall not be put to shame.”!* So now,!* my father and my beloved, do 
you (?) ° remember (20) me in [your] holy prayers. Isidore 1° greets [you]. 
I greet Apa [ryphon,"ligrect. uo Hierax ** and the other brother that is 
with him. I greet (and) I do obeisance to ?® Dioscorus.22 And now I have sent 
VOUNEteehy eee and other six by (?) Megalonymus,”! (25) who desires (?) that 
you should know that Apa Megalonymus ..... ; for (ydp) if he had sold (2) 
(them), he would have sent them,” with those that you (already) have? But 
(a\\d) he greets you and (so do) all [those] that are with him. I greet you [and] 
all [those with] you, according to (xara) their names. [Fare you well], I pray, in 


‘ The recipient’s name begins either with Pets...,or with Peus... That this should 
be no name, but an epithet (formed with the relative, or the article) applied/to Paiéous, 
seems improbable here. 

> emn- for emtR-. Cf. ehe- for evhe- in ll. 4, 7, 10. No trace here of t above. 
Neither ga- nor m|ca- is legible here. 
iKeusHasr often means merely ‘a little’; e.g. Prov. v, 14; Mk. viii, a. 

If casat, the meaning may be ‘ your example’. 
Can fram be miswritten for ittta, ‘in the Spirit’? 
TAP szc, presumably a mere slip for Tagg. 
Space hardly allows ms- and Sa‘id. has m- (702). 
A Msteay, sty Zi, 

*° mrewgag-, as the Sa‘id. (sz¢ cod.; cf. Horner, p. 572). 

a ee Lani. 1565 

Here again t seems to be omitted ; |. etp-. 

Se ROMA xr. 

‘4 4titoy oymee is presumably intended. 

© For ? exeespe. 

*® Does not occur elsewhere. 

” Cf, 1914, 54; 1918, 4. 

'* There seems no room for eye in the gap and tHHpe I cannot explain. Presumably 
the object of the preceding use. The 2nd plur. -rHme, to be expected in this dialect, 
would not be grammatical after this verb. pe might recall the enclitic, ‘ further, besides ’, in 
Papyruscodex, pp. 26, 34. For Hierax cf. 1914, 55; 1916, 3; 1918, 5. 

* Reading }ugime Yoywus(7) 12. 

”” Cf. 1916, 3; 1918, 4. 

VOL oLoly 22,0. 

* Assuming this to represent eneyy ... weqitatnmooyne, though teer for + may 
seem improbable. Clearly it cannot here be the demonstrative, as in Il. 8, 15 ; consequently 
the preceding meg cannot be dative. 

** Assuming gapak ; but all is uncertain. 


ce ntdan ep ow 
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the Lord God, most blessed [and] most [saintly] father” ([éop6cai ce] ebyopuar 
ev kuplo Oe@ paxapid| tate Kal dyid |rare mdrep.) 
Verso. ‘From (mapa) Paiéous (son) of Dikaios.’ 


PAPYRUS 1922.—Circa A.D. 330-340. 
Inv. No. 2548. 2317-7 cm. 


Acquired in 1923. Brown papyrus with some lighter patches; imperfect on the 
right except in Il. 2-7 and with some lacunae elsewhere. Written in a rather large, irregular 
cursive hand with not many ligatures, along the fibres, in greyish black ink. Facsimile 
Cig—12): Plate IIL (c). 


It is by no means certain that this letter was addressed to Paiéous. The end 
of l. 1 is mutilated; the visible letters cannot be reconciled with the reading 
maetHoye and rather suggest m[er]No[c], nor is there room for maesoye after the a. 
(But if m{.]No could be satisfactorily accounted for it would be possible to read 
(e. g.) [m]a[sHoy].) Hence it must be considered doubtful whether the letter really 
belongs to the Meletian archive at all, especially since the names Bes, Aphyngius, 
Chariton, and Pshen ... do not elsewhere occur in the collection. On the other 
hand the names Helen (here doubtful) and Horion are found in other letters, and 
T...of 1. 16 may be Tryphon, who also occurs elsewhere. The mention of 
a AeBirwy connects the letter with 1920, and its general appearance makes it likely 
that it belongs to the same period. Hence it is on the whole probable that it is 
one of the Meletian letters; whether it was addressed to Paiéous or some other 
member of the community must be left in doubt. Unfortunately it appears 
to have borne no address on the verso. 

The idiom of the writer differs notably from that of the other two papyri. 
Conspicuous in it is the very rare verbal prefix ga- as Perf. I (ll. 4, 6 ?, 11 ?, 14), 
and its relative etga- (1. 7). See Wadi Sarga, no. 1, and references; also the 
Acta Pauli. On the other hand a- seems here to represent Pres. II (ll. 4, 5, 21). 
To be noted further is the suffix -toy (I. 18), beside the usual -coy; also the 
frequent doubling of consonants: s, A, 1, p, 7. The vowel system is in the main 
Middle-Egyptian: the forms efad, epas, sszauje, ortat- (1. 3, but gatoot- |, 17) 
distinguish it from the ‘ Achmimic’ group, though others: mex, cam, coer, crmeoy, 
TuMmay, saeit, &c., are common to both these dialects. 

The script too is remarkable: with one exception so far (Crum, Short Texts, 
no. 184, where the dialect shows some of the above features), this scribe is alone 
in forming his 9 backwards §. His w approximates to that of early Fayyimic 
MSS. : cf. especially Crum, Caéal.,.pl. 11, no. 711. 


Bre semacdinge mercger n[.JAoLJal 
SUINecHHoy THpoy eyuiitepan Treiter 
WT HATA e€ eTeaRseawe ehad orTaTn 
BEAINHOY EOHT OAMNOICE ENTWUJT 

H 
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5 BEARNHOY NIKKY orTAehitoy SUITITA 
Aente gfaluTINaycoy WY ap[Toy wzese/ars 


coy NER AOYW HATA oO€ eroaiaoc 
erhereptah cieoy Napuynt it. . [ 
Watloy api TIppacyw iumeprah cim[eoy 
10 NSACIT eeaTiIIacycoy ies[ 
surtegyc] 
giTAAehiToy Mitac’ gait! 


WM € 
SONTOR THOUJITE ATAU 


SUTETTIIMTEREyy AYyw orAe[ NH Aen] 
_ TE QANTENMAYCOY ewppron pat 
15 NAPITOM weeeaicoy WER THUJ[INE a 
QUUINETIMERREC] THUJIITE ET] 
SMMITEY CAN EWWITE OATOOTH | 
WHINE eeATHMAyTOY acyw T| 
brtoy aeahcimeoy Gig of 
20 aNMEoy eTeTIAAH [IjimRoyex s1/ 
coy Men ewuwme anwempe gal 
WER NECNHOY [TIHpoy ujiite €[par 
aoyouh esta seacqy coer 
eric aeue . Ww (2lank) 


Verso, at right angles to the preceding text. Of 1. 25 scarcely a letter is 
distinguishable. 


26 efage ewuwne ae €. meeyenchw i. 1a 
TIPANME EWWME ATAKT... QAKWOC EARR... 
Pemoyw Tagan 


‘Bés and Aphinge! it is that write to... and all the brethren. They 
greet you, our father. Seeing (xard) how you went forth from us (saying), 
“JT am coming north,” we are grown weary expecting (5) that you should come. 
You have not come with (?) the cloak (AeSirev) 2 and the napkin (A€vriov). [We] 
sent them to Charitén (saying that he should) give them to you. And seeing 
(kara) how I said regarding the two ar¢abas of lentils that [were to be?]* bought, 


1 The first name is rare. Bns & ‘ Big Bés’, Bys xovis, Bys onp ‘ Little Bés’, are found. 
In Cemeteries of Abydos, iii, 39 it is a woman’s name (cf. Byos). To the second *Adéiyxios, 
"Angvyxeos correspond. On the analogy of ’Apovwyyios, &c. = gepoyox (cf. Crum, Cazsal., 
no. 1028) one might here assume eqoyox as the original form. But H. Thompson points 
out that "Agiyxcos has been accepted as an equivalent of the later ehuwng. 

* Cf. 1920, n. 8. 

* Lit. ‘saying, Give them to thee’. Similarly in I. 15. 

* Or ‘that [you(?) have] bought’, though in |. 7 the relative has a different form. 
‘[Saying,] buy them’ is also possible. 


[1922] THE MELETIAN SCHISM 99 


have a care for the two arfabas (10) of olives; send them to me (?)... with (?) 
the cloak (AcBizwv) of ...10n account of (?)...of his?...and yours.2 We 
greet Apa Pshen ... and those with him, and Hele[ne.* The (?) napki]ns 
(Aévtiov) ° we have sent to Horiédn ® the... (of) (15) Charitén, (saying that he 
should) give them you. We greet... and those with him. We greet T... and 
his brother. If you have in hand... of dates, send them.? And... fetch 
them (?).° Thirty-two lengths (?)° of . . . (20) make them (?) !° at the price (rup7}) 
[of] the small...[send?] them to us, if we can do according... you. All the 
brethren greet [you?]... something to get (?)." Write... 

werso. . .. But if... Ii he . 7. what you said .. ., let (?) the answer 
reach us.’ 


‘ This abbreviated word—assuming masto the right reading—may be a name, a place 
(Wards ?), or may designate the material whereof the /edztén was made. Further, m may be 
the article, m-asto, or ma the possessive, ‘my ’, ma-mo (? ‘my zomzsma’). It would, however, 
be possible to read tceano, though it would be difficult to accommodate this verb (‘to make ’) 
to the context. 

* Or gam- may be verbal, as in Il. 4, 14, and so too mmneg-. 

* This can hardly be right, for how can meq- and twr agree? 

4 Cf, 1920, 6. 

° Supposing the words in ll. 5, 6 to be repeated. But it is doubtful whether enough 
letters could be got into the lost part of the line. 

° Cf. 1914. 53: 1917, 18. 

™ Note the suffix here, compared with that in ll. 6, 14. 

® Perhaps better Ne|Artoy, another reference to the /editén. 

® Assuming o1@ to stand for oss. 

' Supposing this to be the verb tamo (cf. 1920), with doubled m. 
' Not satisfactory, since ama should not here represent xo. 


III. THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAPHNG Ti. 


THE seven letters which follow were all, according to the statement of the 
dealer from whom they were purchased, discovered together. That the statement 
is correct is sufficiently shown by the contents of the letters themselves, which are 
all, with -one exception (1927), addressed to a certain Paphnutius; in 1927 the 
name of the recipient does not occur, but there is no reason to doubt that it 
belongs to the same archive as the others and was, like them, sent to Paphnutius. 
Unfortunately no information was given as to provenance, and the one place 
which occurs in the correspondence (®.Aovixov, 1924, 5), though it may probably 
be identified with a place so-called in the Heracleopolite nome, can give no help 
as to the locality in which Paphnutius lived and in which the papyri were found. 
There is one piece of evidence which suggests (see 1927, intr.) that this is to be 
sought farther south than Oxyrhynchus, but the inference is not certain. No dates 
occur, but here the evidence of script is decisive. A comparison with, for example, 
the Abinnaeus correspondence, which can be dated exactly, makes it clear that 
these letters also belong to the fourth century, probably to about the middle 
of it. A further argument, more hazardous but of some weight, may be drawn 
from a personal name. The letter numbered 1924 was from a certain Ausonius, 
who subscribes at the foot, the letter being written by an amanuensis. The name 
Ausonius was not very common in Egypt ; and though several persons so-called 
do occur in papyri (Adodvios 6 kal KdedvOns Bovdevrijs tmep Tov apiOpov tepovixns, 
P. Lips. 18, 3rd—4th cent. ; Adoovlm Neweorard and Adcovin ro xcpert, Stud. Pal., 
XX, III, 4th—5th cent.; Adcoviov yevapevov mperBvrépov, PSI. ili, 183, A.D. 484; 
Avooviov and Bevedixiadiov, Oxy. xvi, 1917, 63, sixth century; rod kuptov pov 
dvacnpotarov jyeudvos Avyovotapvetxys PAaoviov lovAiov Adcoviov, Oxy. i, 87, A. D. 
342; cf. Oxy. 1559, A. D. 341, where the same name is to be read in 1. 8), yet there 
is, if Preisigke’s Namenbuch can-be trusted, only one whose date is very suitable 
to that suggested by the hand of our letters. This is the last of those referred to 
in the foregoing list, who was prefect of Augustamnica in 341 and 342. Now 
the hand of 1924 is one of distinctly official type, and the subscription, though of 
a quite different character and much less ornamental, is that of a practised and, 
apparently, educated writer. The tone of the letter too suggests a man in 
authority and well suits the prefect. There is therefore some ground for the 
identification and, consequently, for placing the letters about the middle of 
the fourth century. 

The name Paphnutius (Papnuthius, &c.?) was common, and it is difficult 


1 It does not follow of course that he was prefect when the letter was written. The 
omission of the title, in a purely private and personal letter, is indeed no proof that he 
was not. 

2 The following forms occur in the present correspondence: Hamvovéis 1923, 1924, 
Ghedini 25, Hapvovéis (1926), Hadvotrios (1926), Hanvovrios (1925, 1928, 1929). 
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to identify the owner of our archive. It is abundantly clear that he was a man 
of standing and high reputation for sanctity. The letters are for the most part 
from persons of education, exhibiting a greater mastery of Greek and better 
orthography than the average. 1924 may probably, as we have seen, be from an 
official of high rank ; the writers of 1925 and 1928 were both of them in a position 
to employ an amanuensis, and not of necessity, for they both wrote with ease and 
fluency ; 1927 is written in a definitely literary uncial and is couched in a style 
which, if wordy and turgid, reveals literary ambitions ; the writer of 1926, though 
her orthography is poor, was probably a woman of some wealth and position ; and 
lastly 1929 may actually be from the pen of St. Athanasius himself. Yet all the 
writers address Paphnutius with obvious respect and even deference. That he 
was an anchorite is evident from 1925 and 1926 ; and the address of 1925, if rightly 
read, implies that he was connected with a monastic settlement. It is therefore 
not unnatural to suppose that he may be a person known to history. Unfortu- 
nately there were several men of the name who played a prominent part in the 
religious history of the fourth century, and they are moreover not always easy to 
distinguish. The following may however be mentioned : 

On the Catholic side we have (1) a bishop of the Upper Thebaid, a con- 
fessor, who lost his eye in the Great Persecution, and was present at Nicaea and 
afterwards at the Synod of Tyre. He was a friend and partisan of Athanasius. 

Pere c., o0crates, i, 8, 11; Rufinus, 7. #.,1, 4; Sozomen, ii, 25. (2) Different 
from the former was Paphnutius, Bishop of Sais (Athan., Tom. ad Antioch., 
Migne, P. G., xxvi, 808). He was appointed about 347 (Athan., Festal Letter xix, 
Migne, xxvi, 1430), and therefore cannot be identified with any one of the three 
Egyptian bishops of the same name present at the Occidental Council of Sardica 
in 342 or 3431 (Athan., Agol. c. Ar., 50). He may however be the bishop 
banished by the Arians at the time of Athanasius’s third exile (Athan., Hzsz. Ar, 
72. (3) Paphnutius ‘ Cephalas’, the well-known anchorite, for whom see 
Butler's note, Lauszac Hist., ii, p. 224, note 89. (4) At least one other anchorite 
of the name, for whom see Butler, /oc. c7t. Onthe Meletian side, we have (5) the 
Tla@votrids tis, wéyas avip avaywpnris, Kat adros vids duodoyntpias Tvyxavev, whom 
Epiphanius, Adv. Haer., |xviii, 5, mentions as one of the Meletian deputation to 
Constantine ; and we also find (6) a Paphnutius, a monk of the monastery 
of Ptemencyrcis, who wrote the letter of Pinnes in Athan., Apol. c. Ar., 67. 

Our Paphnutius is not in the least likely to be no. 1 above, and no. 6 can also 
be ruled out. The Bishop of Sais (2) is possible, since he may have been 
an anchorite before his appointment or have become one after his exile, but there 
is no evidence for this, and on the whole the Paphnutius of these letters, if 
a known person at all, is likeliest to be one of the Catholic anchorites (3 and 4) 
or the Meletian anchorite (5) mentioned by Epiphanius. Among these it is quite 
impossible to make a definite choice, especially since we do not know that 
Paphnutius was not a person wholly unknown to history. There is however 

- some reason to identify him with the recipient of a letter previously published. 
This is no. 6 in A. Deissmann’s Septuaginta-Papyri (= Ghedini 25), a letter 


' For the date see 1914, 33, n. 
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addressed by a certain Justinus to [7@ kupim] pov kal dyanntd adedPo Uanvovdi» 
xpnotopdp|] (this, not Xpnotodpdp(ov]is to be read on the analogy of 1926, 1). The 
date of this letter is clearly the same as that of our collection, the format and 
arrangement are similar, and the subject of the letter (a request for prayers) also 
connects it with ours. The fact that it was acquired separately and long before 
the present archive (in 1897) is not a fatal objection.! 

Unfortunately Ghedini 25 does not in any way help to identify Paphnutius. 
The choice (if choice of a known person must be made) between the Catholic and 
the Meletian anchorites of the name is of some importance for the question of the 
authorship of 1929. Obviously, if Paphnutius was a Meletian, that letter cannot 
be from St. Athanasius. There is however no reason for connecting these letters 
with the Meletian archive, though they were acquired at the same time as 1914, 
1917 (left half), 1920. The Paphnutius letters were definitely stated to have been 
found together ; the Meletian ones belonged to a miscellaneous collection from 
various places. It is conceivable that single pieces might become separated from 
the collection, but in this case there is no reason for the assumption. The present 
letters are all addressed to Paphnutius, the Meletian letters (with the possible 
exception of 1921 and 1922) to Apa Paiéous. Among the persons mentioned in 
the correspondence of the latter are one or two who bear names occurring in the 
Paphnutius letters (they include two called Ilazvovrios, 1914, 54, 61, &c.), but 
these names are too common to have any significance. The two sets of letters 
differ completely in their atmosphere: the Meletian circle is semi-Coptic, the 
Greek of the letters being poor and the orthography illiterate ; the Paphnutius 
letters reveal a cultivated circle, with no trace of Coptic affinities. Finally, there 
is nothing in the external appearance of the letters to suggest a common 
provenance.? 

We may then dismiss any Meletian cornexion as improbable. Paphnutius, 
so far as we can tell, was an orthodox Catholic, and the question of the authorship 
of 1929 can be discussed without reference to such considerations. 

As a matter of fact, the interest of the letters does not depend upon the 
identity of the recipient but upon their character. Christian letters are by this time 
fairly numerous,t but the present collection has a special value because it 
proceeds from a single archive and because, addressed to the same person and he 
an anchorite of high reputation for sanctity, these letters illustrate vividly and at 
first hand the role which the ascetics played in fourth-century Egypt. As 


* For P. Amh. 145 see above, p. 44. As there pointed out, there are no adequate 
grounds for connecting that letter with the present series. 

* The only exception is “Apnodv (1925, 19), which might have some importance, but it 
stands alone, and the reading is very doubtful. 

* No argument can be founded on the contents of the letters. Only one even of the 
Meletian letters and one contract refer to historical events, and the Paphnutius letters are 
not of a character to contain any allusions to such matters. Doctrinally there is nothing to 
indicate Meletian or Catholic sympathies in either set. Indeed the Meletians, though allied 
with the Arians and popularly often confused with them (see above, p. 41), were originally 
ultra-orthodox and probably never fully held the specifically Arian dogmas. Hence no help 
can be expected in this particular. 

* See G. Ghedini, Lesfere cristiane, where the Christian letters on papyrus of the third 
and fourth centuries are collected. 
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Valeria puts it (1926, 9-11) ‘ by ascetics and devotees revelations are manifested ’ ; 
and so toascetics, to Paphnutius among others, those in trouble, afflicted by sick- 
ness, by misfortune or the attacks of enemies, or by the consciousness of their own 
sinfulness, turned for help and intercession. Many of course resorted to the holy 
man in person ; those who could not do that appealed to him by letters, like the 
writers of the present series. And so these letters, long-winded as they are, often 
clothing a small modicum of meaning in a.cloud of words, have a very consider- 
able worth for the student of Christian history and of social life in the fourth 
century. 

The letters were folded up when received, but it is certain that they had 
previously been unfolded by the finders ; hence, though the actual state at the 
moment of acquisition is some guide to the methods of folding adopted, it does 
not always afford secure evidence. 


PAPYRUS 1923.—Middle of the Fourth Century. 
Inv. No. 2491. 28-210 cm. 


Acquired in 1922. Pale papyrus, but with patches of darker brown. Worm-eaten in 
places. Written in a fair-sized, very clear, and fairly regular cursive hand, along the fibres, 
in rather pale ink. Folded from right to left, once from left to right, and then once from 
top to bottom. 


As pointed out below (1929, intr.),an Ammonius, who was a bishop and a 
friend of St. Athanasius, is mentioned in the works of the latter, but the name 
was far too common for any identification to be even probable. There was, for 
example, an Alexandrian presbyter of the name (Athan., Afol. c. Ar., 73), also a 
Meletian bishop of Diospolis (of. cz¢., 71), and finally a well-known anchorite, for 
whom see A/7s¢. Laus., xi (Butler, ii, pp. 32,191). But the writer of 1923 is quite 
as likely to have been a man unknown to fame as any of the persons called 
Ammonius who occur in the records of the fourth century. 

The object of the letter was partly to request the prayers of Paphnutius, the 
writer being perhaps in some difficulty, though this is not a necessary inference 
from Il. 13-15, and partly to report a meeting with a common friend. Grammar 
and orthography are comparatively good and indicate a man of some education. 


A ) a 5 
TS dyamnt@ Kai OeoceBeo- 
—Tdto Kal Oeoptdy Kal evdo- 
yneevo marpi Iarvov6\i]o 
Appod ey Kuplo 
ppoévios év Kupia 
5 Oe@ xalpeuy. 
Oida pev dei bri dua tev ayi- 
ov gov evyayv cwbhoope 
— amd tmavtds miparnpiov Tot 
diaBdrov Kai awd madons eémi- 


10 BovAias advOpémev, Kal 
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vov TAapAkad® orws 
— pvnpovetdons pov ev Tes 
~ ayia evxes cour pera yap 
Tov Oedv % ca@rnpia pov 
15 & ob. Alm]jvtnocev mpld|s pe 
6 adedgos yay [? Aidlwpo[s], 
— Kal kabéds por elmas trepl 
ToU mpdypatros amynvrTnca 
— pos adz[olv. *Eppacbal ofe] wyope 
20 mo\Aois xpovos, 
yAukitate mWaTep* 
6 Oeds THs elpHyns 
a Stagvddge oe él py- 


KloTOV x pévor. 


Address on the verso: 


25 2 118] evlplo dyamnrd marp) Mamvoju]bie 


2. 1. Ocoirei. 7, 1. cwOnoopa. 8.’ 1. metparnpiou. 12. |. rats. 13. 1. edyais. 
17. 1. Kaas. 19. 1. evyouat. 23. 1, duadbvAdén. 


‘To the beloved and most pious and dear to God and blessed father Papnu- 
thius, Ammonius greeting in the Lord God. I always know that by your holy 
prayers I shall be saved from every temptation of the Devil and from every con- 
trivance of men, and now I beg you to remember me in your holy prayers ; for 
after God you are my salvation. Our brother Didymus came to see me, and 
I met him according to your instructions in the matter. I pray for your health 
for many years, most sweet father ; may the God of peace preserve you for a great 
length of time.’ (Addressed) ‘To my lord the beloved father Papnuthius.’ 


2. For Geopr( et) cf. 1927, 2; for evdAoynuéve P. Amh, ii, 145 (= Ghedini 41), I. 

6. ofa pév: certainly to be divided so rather than otSayev: the pév is answered by kat 
vov in 1, ro f, 

8. mparnpiov: the sense ‘temptation’ is perhaps new. 

16. [Aid]upo[s]: the o looks rather like ¢, so that [S}ypé[ov] was at first read, but the 
space is large for o and small for ov, and o is quite possible. Several people of the name 
Didymus are known at this period. ‘The most eminent was the head of the catechetical 
school of Alexandria, for whom see, e.g., W. Smith and H. Wace, Dect. of Christ. 
Biogr., 8.0. 

18. amjvrnoa: the word regularly means ‘go to meet’, and so comes to mean little 
more than ‘go’ (cf., e.g., 1918, 6); it has also frequently the sense of ‘appear ’, especially 
in a court of law. Since, however, the writer has just said that Symeon came to meet (or met) 
him there is no point in saying that he went to meet (or met) Symeon; moreover sept rod 
mpdynaros, though it no doubt actually goes with eas, must have reference to the dmdyrnoats. 
Hence ‘answer’ seems the correct sense; or possibly nothing more than ‘ negotiate with ”. 
‘ Met’ reproduces the ambiguity of the Greek. 

19 ff. This subscription is almost certainly in the same hand as the letter, which is 
therefore holograph. 

25. It is not usual at this period to begin an address with a cross or chrism (the 
earliest instance in Ghedini-is no. 43, 4th-5th cent.); but the first visible stroke can 
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hardly be 7. After Manvovdio are traces of ink, which extend above this line and probably 
formed an ornamental figure marking the place where the string or fibres passed round the 
folded letter. The top portion on the right looks like the chrism (K). On the extreme right 
are further traces of ink, and m(apd) could be read, but there is not room for ’Auporiov, and 
probably these traces are part of another diagram corresponding to the first; cf. 1918, 
21-2, n. 

Tamveuléio: perhaps wamvv6c@ was actually written. 


PAPYRUS 1924.—-Middle of the Fourth Century. 
Inv. No. 2492. 28°35 x12 cm. 


Acquired in 1922. Reddish brown papyrus. Somewhat worm-eaten in the folds. At 
the foot of the letter 10-5 cm. of blank papyrus. Written in a medium-sized well-formed 
upright cursive hand of official type, along the fibres, in black ink; the subscription in 
a rapid sloping cursive, palerink. Folded from right to left and then once from top to bottom. 
Facsimile: Plate IV. 


For the possible identity of the writer of this letter see above, p. 100. The 
letter, written by a secretary, is brief and businesslike, and freer than usual from 
otiose verbiage. The structure of the sentences shows some sense of style. It is 
therefore likely that the writer was a man of education and standing, and the pro- 
posed identification with the known fraeses of Augustamnica is fairly probable. 


T@ ayannto matpi ara Ianrvovbio 
4 c t 
Avcovios. 
Mepynpévos trav evtohav THs ons 
— OceooeBias petereuduny “Qpov rov 
2 a 4 \ ¢ 7 5) / 
5 amd Pirovixov Kal bréuvnca avdrov, 
Téddov Sé H€fooa ev draco bropvncal pe 
oy» 9 rN a N sy 8S i \ 
iy ev tots [dvlvarots THv map e“od omovdjy 
evdetéw [ila dt Kat éml rotr[oly Kal éml mévrov 
lon Z 
keAevons Tapakar® Ta peydra. Méuvnoo dé 
a cal d 7, 
Io pov ev z[at\s aylas cov evyais. (and hand) ’Epppévoy ce 
Kal evxdpmevoy bmép hud 


6 Beds dtagvddén, ayamn- 


X te 
TE TATED. 
Address on verso : 
(Ist hand) T@ dyamnr@ rarpl dra ITamrvov6(ie) 
t c L 
> , 
15 Avcovios, 
4. 1. beoreBeias. 5. umeurnoa. 6. tmouynoat, 7. wy, 


‘To the beloved father Apa Papnuthius, Ausonius. Remembering the 
injunctions of your piety I sent for Horus of Philonicou and instructed him, and 
Gallus I requested to give me his instructions in all things, that so far as possible 
I may show my zeal. I beg you earnestly to give me your orders in this and in 
all things. Remember me in your holy prayers.’ (Signed) ‘ May God preserve 
you in health and praying on our behalf, beloved father.’ (Addressed) ‘To the 
beloved father Apa Papnuthius, Ausonius.’ 
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5. @udovikov: the name occurs in the Hermopolite nome, but only once (P. Ryl. ii, 
206, 37), whereas a village of the name in the Heracleopolite nome (Coite toparchy) is 
mentioned not infrequently, e.g. SB. 2246; P. Hib., p. 8; Stud. Pal. xx, 32, 8; 52, 15; 
117, 8; Oxy. vi, 965; &c. In P. Petrie iii, 99, 10, 17, 28, where no nome is mentioned, 
the reference may probably be to this Heracleopolite village rather than to one, otherwise 
unknown, in the Arsinoite nome, as Grenfell and Hunt point out (P. Tebt. ii, p. 407). 
[@uA]overeiov in Stud. Pal., xx, 7, 12 (Arsinoite nome) is not very strong evidence on the 
other side, as the ending is different and the first three letters are supplied by the editor. 
Our ®Aovixov is perhaps most likely to be that in the Heracleopolite nome, but the fact does 
not greatly help to determine the provenance of the Papnuthius correspondence. 

iméuvnoa: the context shows that fzourqoai pe in 1.°6 is used in the sense ‘tell me of 
any service I can do him’, and a somewhat similar sense is probable here. ‘Instruct’ is 
perhaps as good a rendering as any. 


PAPYRUS 1925.—Middle of the Fourth Century. 
Inv. No. 2493. 29:2 X 18-5 cm. 


Acquired in1922. Papyrus mostly lightish brown, but stained to a reddish colour in the 
middle of the recto and on the right of the verso. The left half (recto) is very fragmentary ; 
both halves worm-eaten in places. Written in a fairly large, upright, regular, rather square 
uncial hand, along the fibres, in black ink of a greyish tinge ; the subscription in a smaller, 
cramped, sloping, and very cursive hand. Folded from right to left and then once from top 
to bottom. 


The reading of the name (apparently hitherto unrecorded) in 1. 2 is not 
certain but the characters look most like Pianius. The letter was written by an 
amanuensis, who wrote a good, if rather stiff and formal, hand, but he was careless, 
and given to omissions or unnecessary insertions of letters. Mutilation makes 
portions of the letter obscure, but it contained little but greetings and a request 
for Paphnutius’s prayers; the writer was evidently in some trouble. 

TO rob.vorldét élriothpns bwepBddrAovte 

dra Ilamvourio| IIidvios év x(upio) O€)@ xatpecr. 
Evxatpnbels rod [ov|yreféjv(ov)ros mpos tiv Oeocé- 
Bedv cov avalykatjov i y|nodpnv mpocayo- 
5 petoat THY evAg[Bady colv] did ypappdtov, «v- 

xopevos 7H X[(pror)@ Kali avrais dwerfer}iv ce me- 

pimtvéacbai {oe} klalrag[llw@Ojvat pe ere yap 7O 

mvevpati oe eot|-jecm|.|, Kab? éxdotny dé mpoo- 

ayl.. Jee. [es]. [.. Jox@ mapaxare d€ rh 

10 dyleornrd gov iva klatlalgidons edgacbar 
— [twép Tav duapti@y pov iva 6] O(e)ds pvanrai me Ex 
hey aus tah rs is kal €k T@v] dvayKGv TOY Eml- 
—kiyegvov po. II pédclenie] rods dSedpods 
map wfuav?........|ov mpoceme map’ éuloyi 
Y SMEITED ala) cite eu be nee ] Told] Operrod Abavaci- 

ov Evf...........Jo0o0 Kai adtos yap Ta(v) 

-ayarévtev tiv] OeolaléBerdy cov tvyxav. 

"Ey® ‘Adavdowly mpoloaylolpedm tov Kvpiéy 
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fou kal EvoéBlijoly «jal ‘Apnody xal mdvras 
20 Tods adledgods rods bvras?] mapa TH dytornrd 
gov. IIpoccep...[......]. dyes kad [4] adedgos 
abrod Awpideos. (2nd hand) ’Eppocdal [ole év K(upi)m moddois ety opat 
— xpovows, Kvplé pou mobiworare. 
Address on the verso : 


(ist hand) T@ dyarn7d adeddo [uJov [blank ? Ilalmvoutiw advaxwpyrh 


“ 


25 ~ Bovis povalxa)y. 
1. 1. wodewordre. é|rurrpuns: Milne. 2, Ko Oo, 3. A letter has been 
inserted above the o of cuvrewros ; see note, 6. x\o. Tl. Gos, 13 f. 1. emexecpever. 
16, Ta. 17, 1. ruyxdves, 23. 1. modeivorare, 25. 1. povas (?); see note. 


‘To the most desired, excellent in knowledge Apa Papnutius, Pianius (?) 
greeting in the Lord God. Finding opportunity by the man who is setting out 
to your piety, I deemed it necessary to salute your discretion in a letter, praying 
to Christ that I may be found worthy to embrace you also with my very eyes ; 
for even now in spirit [I can salute you], but every day I... and entreat your 
holiness to vouchsafe to pray for my sins, that God may deliver me from... and 
from the difficulties which beset me. Greet the brethren from us... greet from 
me...on behalf of .. . the slave of Athanasius Eu ...; for he too is of them that 
love your piety. I salute Athanasius my lord and Eusebius and Haréous (?) and 
all the brethren who are with your holiness. . . . and his brother Dorotheus 
[salute] you.’ (Signed) ‘I pray for your health in the Lord many years, my most 
desired lord.’ (Addressed) ‘To my beloved brother Papnutius, anchorite .. . 
monastery (?) of monks.’ 


I. e|mtoryjpys: the reading seems likely, though enorjuns is hardly the word we should 
expect. Each letter is perfectly possible, and the space suits, except that it is somewhat 
ample for r. The use of the genitive with tmep8adXo is curious, but can hardly be escaped, 
as ys is quite certain. 

2. Iuimos; this is what the traces suggest, but the name does not seem to occur else- 
where, and though 7 is probable the two following letters are too imperfect for any 
confident reading. 

3. [ov]vre[i|(or)ros : above the o is a letter (or letters), apparently in a different hand. 
It does not seem to be the missing oy, wrongly inserted after r, That ovvreivovros was 
intended can hardly be doubted. 

7 ff. re «rd. : the sense required is, as Prof. Hunt points out, something like ‘{f can see 
you in the spirit, but I want to greet you (or talk with you) in person’ (cf. 1926, 17-19), 
but it is difficult to get this. ¢or\e] ei8[tv] (Hunt) cannot be read; but an apparent trace of 
ink after 7, which might be the top of «, suggests that ¢oz[c] etx[t] (though there is scanty 
room for w) may have been written. In that case oe must be a mere slip of the pen for 
got, perhaps due to the following «, «aé’ éxdarmv is probably ‘daily’ (understanding jpépar), 
as Hunt suggests, but mpocayopedoa cannot be reconciled with the traces after the first 
lacuna; an apparent line over the last two letters there suggests a nomen sacrum, preferably 
Ge), ére is not very satisfactory ; émé would be an easier reading. 

Ir. O(e)ds: doubtful, as Os not dos would be expected, and there is no trace of the 
usual line marking contraction, but this word seems to be required by the context. The 
supplement in |. 12 and dvayx@v are due to Prof. Hunt. 

13. mpdolenfe|: the traces suit this, but it is doubtful in view of the occurrence of the 
word in 1. 14. 

r4. There is a line through euv, perhaps accidental but possibly to delete it. In the 
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latter case we might read (e. g.) wap’ “Yrep[exiou tov vidr]| rod] krd. Ed[oeBro» (cf. 1. 19). This 
is rather supported by the emphatic éy# in ], 18, but Joo» is then difficult to fit in. 

15. Operrod: presumably a slave, and his name may be the Ev- of 1. 16; but it may 
also have occurred in this line (or urep may be the beginning of a name}; cf. previous note) 
and ev- be either a second name or a verb. The Athanasius meant may be the writer 
of 1929. 

1g. «Jat “Apnody: aa very doubtful, and the space is perhaps rather large for »« only; 
but the ois on a piece of papyrus depending from a twisted fibre, so that the space is 
smaller than it looks, and aa are perfectly possible readings. For the possible significance 
of this name see p. 102%. 

21. What seems required is mpoayopeve: (followed by a name) tpas, but mpocayopever is 
quite impossible. spooo could perhaps be read but cep is likelier. For vpas it is possible 
to read upos, but A}dupos is apparently out of the question ; the traces before v suggest « 
(5€?), less probably els. If 6¢ be read a name can hardly have preceded, and the reference 
of atrov is obscure. Has a name been accidentally omitted? 

24. The traces read as ov of [wJov may really be part of the conventional flourishes 
filling the space. between the two halves of the address. There may have been no space 
(though that is usual), since in ]. 2 aa occurs, 

25. plovis: cf. 1918, 2. The reading is easily reconcilable with the traces, and the 
chief objection to it is the misspelling it involves, for though the scribe was careless his 
orthography was fairly good. U:Jans could also be read, but povayds is impossible after it. 
xJopis noval yay is palaeographically unlikely. 


PAPYRUS 1926.—Middle -of the Fourth Century. 
Inv. No. 2494. 27X13 cm. 


Acquired in 1922. Dark papyrus of reddish colour, but with patches of light brown 
in the lower half. Worm-eaten in many places. In a clear but rather awkward and 
inelegant cursive hand, with very few ligatures, along the fibres, in black ink. Folded 
inwards from each side, but chiefly from the left and once each from top and bottom. 

The orthography and grammar of this letter are the poorest of the whole 
collection, but it is from a woman, and since there isno change of hand in the final 
greeting was probably written by the sender herself. Among women in general 
the standard of education in Egypt was much lower than among men; hence we 
cannot argue from the comparative illiteracy of this letter that Valeria belonged 
to a class of society inferior to that of the other writers, and indeed it seems likely 
that she was a woman of some position in the world ; cf.1.25f. Intrinsically the 
letter is perhaps the most interesting in the collection, for though its object also 
is merely to ask for Paphnutius’s prayers Valeria goes more into detail than the 
others, and her very inexpertness as a letter-writer gives her letter a personal 
touch which is wanting in theirs. 


a , ‘ if 
TO tipiotdt@ Kal xpnotopdpo 
s lA > a ? a 
Kal Taons apeTnsS Kexoounuéevm “Anna IlTa- 
4 
gvovrs. 
) 7 > “A - 
Ovadrepia ev XpiorT@ XEpely. 
5 Agi@ Kal mapakah® oe, TysumTaTE Ta- 
THp, Elva... odnkiv eTHons pot 
QA lad ats ‘ wv iA 
Tapa T® XpicT@ Kai elaciv AdBw 
ovTas mtlored@ bid TaY oa Edy oy 


x ¢ = \ 2 E 
—«laciv NauBdve, Tay yap adoKovr- 
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‘ / ’ a 
10 Tov Kal OpnoKkevévtT@y atoKadty- 
pata ducvéovte. Meyddo yap 
bow f 6 jas Oui 
voow mepixipe Ovaomrvyjas duis. 
Otros yap meriorevka kal Tictevo 
ee 2 of 2 ee ay4 
= éri edv eign éemdvw pov eiaciy 
, , n ial , 
15 AapBdvo. Aéope TH Oe@ Séope 
KE got pvnoOnri pov ev TH ayi 
pvnoOnri pov ev TH ayia cov 
— mpooevyy. Hi xe &v odpats ovK ika 
\ \ ie 2 - 
mapa Tovs modas aloly ev mveduare 
eika mpos Tovs mé[djas aov. II poca- 
20 ylopel¥o tals Ovyar|épals] wou, Kal 
pvnoOnte attav ev TH ayia cov 
mpocevxy, Baooiavis Kat Ocoxdéas. 
‘Aoral(jeré oe TOAXA Kal 6 ctv Bi- 
6s polv], Kal ey[ov] erdvw avTa. 
< > 
25 AomldgjeTé oe dé Kal bdAos 6 olkés: 
pov. [| |] ’Ep(p)ao0é ce _eyope, 
[rTlpidrare marhp. 
Address on the verso : 


TQ tTyuordér matpi “Anma Ila ¢ | gvov7[ie| mapa tis Ovyarpos 


Ovarepias. 
I. |. typtordre (so 1, 28), xpioropdpa. 2f. 1. Madvovbia. 4. & |. xaipev. 
5f. Ll. wdrep; sotooinl, 27. 6. 1. tva, airnons (see note). 7. |. taow; so too in Il. 9, 14. 
8. m written above the m of morevw; see note, g. v of acxovytwy corr. or rewritten. 
10 f. |. drvoxadvppara Sekviorra ; amo Corr. II. |. peyddy. 12. |. wepixeywar Svomvotas 
deus. 15. |. dcopat, bes. 16. |. kai; so too in 1. £7. 17. |. 7ka; So too in |. rg. 
23. 1. domtCerar ; so too in |. 25. 24. |. avrov. 26. 1. éppacba, evyopar, 


‘To the most valued and Christ-bearing and adorned with every virtue Appa 
Paphnutius, Valeria greeting in Christ. I beg and entreat you, most valued 
father, to ask for me [help ?] from Christ and that I may obtain healing ; thus I 
trust by your prayers to obtain healing, for by ascetics and devotees revelations 
are manifested. For I am afflicted with a great disease in the shape of a grievous 
shortness of breath. For thus I have trusted and yet trust that if you pray on 
my behalf I shall obtain healing. I pray to God, I pray also to you, remember 
me in your holy supplication. Even though in body I have not come to your 
feet, yet in spirit I have come to your feet. I salute my daughters, and do you 
remember them in your holy supplication, I mean Bassiana and Theoclia. My 
husband too greets you many times, and do you pray on his behalf. My whole 
household too greet you. I pray for your health, most valued father.’ (Addressed) 
‘To the most valued father Appa Paphnutius from his daughter Valeria.’ 

I. xpnotopdpm: cf. Deissmann, Sep/.-Pap. 6 (= Ghedini 25), 30, where xpynoropdp[e] is 
to be read. 


6. ea. .t. onc: theo is all but certain, the ¢ inferred from the top and bottom of 
a long upstroke above and below a hole in the papyrus. Prof. Hunt suggests eiva emi cai 
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jxw, ‘pray that I may come to you and be healed’, which is possible in this writer, but can 
hardly be reconciled with the traces, though o[alt could easily be read. The letter following 
a has a loop, whereas ¢ in this hand almost always ends in a straight stroke projecting 
upwards to the right, and never has so pronounced a loop as this 3; B could be read, 
ee the following letter does not look in the least like 7. 

n[ioreta : above the m and immediately before the lacuna is another , probably in 
the same hand. Perhaps the intention was to alter to memiorevea as in |. 13, but this has 
not been done. 

20. Very doubtful. The reading is suggested by the 1 traces, but the p has a short 
downstroke (not, however, shorter than in mpocevxj, |. 22) and might be »; and a more 
serious objection is that the daughters ought to be with Valeria, not with Paphnutius 
(Ovyarnp is hardly likely to be used in a spiritual or conventional sense). But mpooayopevouci ce 
does not seem a possible reading. @vyar\¢pa{s] is the most dubious part of the line. Of the 
dotted letters only the bottoms remain. 

28. Iadvovz[iw]: such seems to be the spelling, though on the recto the name is given 
as Havovdis. 


PAPYRUS 1927.—Middle of the Fourth Century. 
Inv, No. 2495. 24 X32 cm. 

Acquired in 1922. Papyrus of medium brown colour. Worm-eaten in places; the 
whole of the lower half of col. x has disappeared except two small fragments. Written in 
a fair-sized sloping uncial hand of ‘ ecclesiastical’ type, along the fibres, in brown ink; the 
hand grows smaller and more cramped towards the end. Folded inwards from both sides, 
mainly from the left. 

Both in script and in style this letter is the most ambitious of the collection, 
but as a stylist the writer shows more ambition than success, and though the letter 
was longer than any of the others and a good deal of it is preserved, it is singularly 
empty of content. It is mostly occupied with windy compliments, and it is not at 
once apparent what its particular purpose was; apparently nothing further than 
to ask the recipient whether the writer is to ‘come: up’ (i.e. he lived lower down 
the Nile? or does he refer to going up into the desert, i.e. pos?) to see him. 
He even forgets to insert his correspondent’s name, but there is no reason to doubt 
that this letter also was addressed to Paphnutius. The writer calls himself . 
‘Dorotheus the Oxyrhynchite’, which suggests, but does not necessarily imply, 
that he lived at Oxyrhynchus. Hence, if avéA@wuev in 1. 58 does refer to going up 
the Nile Paphnutius lived to the south of that city. The name of the writer is 
less common than some of those which occur in this series, but it would be very 
hazardous to identify him with any known person so called, e.g. with the 
Awpobée tit doxnthn OnBalw EEnxoordy dyovtt Eros ev TO oandraiw of Hist. Laus., ii 
(Butler, ii, p. 16) or the Awpddeos év GAA orAalw olxGv TpEeaBvrepos of Hist. Laus., 
Iviii (0p. c2¢., p. 151). 

On the verso are remains of at least one column of writing in an apparently 
similar hand to that of the recto. The one certain column is headed by the 
number A, There are four figures (oblong parallelograms with a single stroke 
through each), probably serving to mark the place of the string, but there are 
no recognizable traces of any address. 


Col. 1.] 
TS ripiwrdt@ aderP@ xal 
Oefo|pirfe]i. Awpddeos 6 'Ogvlpvyyei- 
Tns 6 &yptos SodAos mpocayopet= 
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or 


Io 


2 4 \ 2 ’ 4 ~ 
ee oe ev my(evpat) Kai ev aydan X(pioro)d. 
IIpd pév mdvtev trapakad@ 70(v) 

O(ed)v Kal m(até)pa tod cwripos ‘In(oo)i X(pioro)i 
dws Katafidon pe Tod evpei(v) 

a ’ 4 > ~ ? 
XEpiw évemiov avtod dé~a- 
cE cat Ta Tap’ e“od ypdupara: 
[le] €v rovr@ yap Kady péddw edOv- 
pica: brav 6 adyadds Soddos di- 
& ypapparaly) pe mpocdéEnralc] 

\ a Ag mi > -~ > \ ’ ? 
Kal Tas Umep e[plod evyas avagheper 

A ase X\ / 

mpoOtvuws mpds tov Seordrnv 
ev idtkpivel dtavoia, ITtoredw 


Vemepalttes (ag x lak Dheks tar PRS LN 


per 


Two fragments, certainly from this column: 


(r) (2) 


Slight traces of 2 lines \vo[. Jar. . [ 
] &ppaofia ]. bpedifp 
20 €ykalua foul 22 86ytor . [ 
} vd¢gpalota jomra . . [ 
Tree | yap dx. [ 
] tral 


Col. 2.] 


30 


_ 


35 


40 


GANA Oia tiv evKdrlEleoTarnv 
[clov mlolAcriav Kai o¢[plvordrny, 
Ouére THY TOD K(dc)u(o\v aAagovia(v) 
amexnpulgjas Kal ‘thy’ ralv] Kevoddéw(v) 
peyadavyxiav eBdédAvgas. Kai 
Hueis ovv emevodpev padXo(r) 
ION a 2 x Oe e Ba 
éml TH ako ote dpovivas edi- 
~ 7 On 
gas 7d yevvedrarov aédor, 
> = X ~ 
erOvpodpev O€ peimetobat 
ev TH avTh modeTeia TH cou 
> * e © © 
pirokayabeia, Ott ws fKa- 
a ? £ X bd Z 
vos Taxa oor 6 O(ed)s éxdpicer 
X bY \ > € ~ 
TOV KaTa& TOV Kalpov eEvpei(v) 
2 7 ‘ 
avtimadov Kal Oeparrevti- 
kov amopa{a}tixdy: “Tov Kat- 
Fee im 


~ 


IIr 
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45 poly” yup “ eayopd¢[ores”, Ky- 
purrer é TplopaKdpios andaToA(ols, 
“67e al Huépar movnpat eiouy.” 
— ~Eniozieov dé Kat tov yxapa- 
_ Kthpd cov Oedoacbar éav ém- 
50 |[ol|rpémrer 6 K(Upto)s, emt epddiot eope(v), 
aidodulals dé edXOety py Tore 
wl... .]. [. -]. 6 heads Kat evrpdmrope(y). 
[?Ilévv] obv émioretoapev dre ei O€- 
[Anpa O\e0o)v éoriy Tob Auads cor atavTa(v) 
55 [ayyeAleis mp@rov dia Tod hépov- 
[rés ool] Td emiorodtov. Ads ovy 
[av7@ tTi\v dyyedlavy Grr BovdrAEL{s} 7H ov 
[BotvAet] avédOwpev, pt Bore mloli- 
oyu Pan ea Phe Jev . [.].. as roe wAnpalple(v) 
60 [..... .Jov tiv wept cod aydn[n(v)] 


Hata ae Pmelpl o€, TipimtaTe ev mr{(evpuar)L, 


[kai Tods ody colt] adedgovs . [ 


2. 6. |. O€upvyxizns. 3. 6. 1. dypetos. 4. Tvl, XV. 5. TO. 6. Ov, apa, inv Xv. 


7. eupet. o Of omws added later, in the margin. 8 f. 1, dé£ac6ai ce, tof, 1, edOvpetoOac. 
13. Umep. 15. tAdcxpuver; |. etd. 31. m[ojAuriay: Hunt ; 1. -etap. 32. Kuv adrafona ; 
l. ddaoveiay. 33. Kevodoéa. 35. |. emawodpev. paddo. 36 f. 1. eeéas, 37. 1. yer- 
valoraroy. 38. 1. pepeto dar. 39. 1. modureig. Over the 7 of avry is a stroke, perhaps acci- 
dental or possibly intended to separate the word from moAe:resa. 40. |. didoxdyabia, ixavas 
(MS. ixavos ; see note). 41. Os. 42. 0 Of first tov corr. from 7. — evpet. 44f. xarp[d|y, 
eLayopagolpres: Hunt. 48. 1. éemiorevoy. 50. Ks, eope. 1, eret, 52. teas : 
Hunt. evtparope. 54. 6}, amavTa, BovAkex: Hunt. 59. tue mAnpope. 
60. Probably ayan[i]. 61. nyt]. 


‘To the most valued brother and beloved of God. Dorotheus of Oxyrhyn- 
chus the unprofitable servant salutes you in the Spirit and in the love of Christ. 
Before all things I entreat God, the Father of our Saviour Jesus Christ, to vouch- 
safe that I may find favour in his sight, that you may receive my letter; for 
therein I too shall have cause to rejoice, when the good servant welcomes me in 
a letter and zealously offers up his prayers on my behalf to our Master in sincerity 
of heart. For I trust that... but by reason of your most glorious and most 
revered way Of life, since you renounced the boasting of the world and abhorred the 
arrogance of the vainglorious. We too then commend you the more because we 
hear that you prudently showed forth your most noble contest,.and we desire to 
imitate in the same way of life your kindliness(?), because God in abundant 
measure, it seems, granted you favour to find a fitting and salutary renunciation 
- accordant with the times. For “redeeming the time”, proclaims the thrice-blessed 
apostle, “ because the days are evil”. I trusted to behold your features also if the 
Lord permits it, since we are on the way, but I fear to come lest haply [ you chide ?] 
us and we be put toshame. We were very confident therefore that if it be God’s 
will that we should meet you you will first inform us by him that brings you the 
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letter. Give him therefore the message whether you desire or not that we 
should come up, not so that . . . we fulfil... our love for you... concerning you, 
most valued in the Spirit, and the brethren who are with you.’ 


2. The omission of the recipient’s name is perhaps accidental. 

17 ff. That these two fragments belong to col. 1 is clear from the fact that the hand 
is fairly large and spread out, whereas in the lower part of col. 2, where alone the papyrus 
is imperfect, the writing is smaller and cramped. Moreover neither fragment could be 
fitted into the available space in col. 2. 

34. ¢BdeAvgéas: in the sense of ‘abhor’ the word should be middle, but the causal sense 
is inappropriate here, and the writer was rather ambitious than accomplished in his use of 
the Greek language. 

36f. The words émi rH akon seem to show that Dorotheus was referring to some 
particular example of his correspondent’s zeal rather than to his way of life in general. 

40. gioxdyaGeia: apparently a new word, but cf. P. Oxy. i, 33 (= Wilcken, Chres?. 20), 
li, 13, dpiAokayudia (Hunt), which has been variously emended, but which, in view of the 
present passage, may be right. The word should mean something like ‘kindliness’, 
as rendered in the translation ; but this is not very appropriate to the context, which rather 
requires a reference to Paphnutius’s ascetic virtue, and it may be doubted whether 
Dorotheus was not rather thinking of ‘love of the good’. 

40f. ixavds: 0 and are not elsewhere confused in. this letter, with the doubtful 
exception of ]. 48 (see note), and it is conceivable that ixavés, agreeing with eds, should be 
read, but this seems improbable. és ixavés in the sense simply of ‘in ample measure’ is 
preferable. ‘Perhaps’, the usual sense of réya, is hardly appropriate here ; probably the 
word is used merely to modify the force of és ixavds. *It seems’, adopted in the translation, 
perhaps expresses the right shade of meaning. The rest of the sentence is very obscure 
and difficult. réy, first written smv and then apparently corrected, has no noun if we read 
anopa{a}rixdy; andif that adjective is used as a noun the article should be 7é. adropacrikdy is 
itself an unexpected word, apart from the fact that no such form is known 3 a@modarikds is the 
attested adjective. Several letters are dotted as doubtful but all are probable readings, and 
dyopaorixév (Hunt), which is more suitable, can hardly be read, for the ¢, though the ink 
has faded and in parts disappeared, seems certain; besides the impression of the letter on 
the papyrus there are clear traces of ink from the bottom and top of the upstroke and from 
both sides of the loop. dmopa{o } rexdv, however, seems possible, if we suppose that the writer 
. (who originally wrote 7v) intended dréacw, but, changing his mind, added rixov to arodac, 
forgetting to delete the o, and similarly, when he altered the » of 7nv to o, omitted to delete 
the ». rév xaip[oly «rd. is then a loose quotation; some MSS. do in fact place kaipdv before 
e€ayopafspevor in the passage quoted. To begin the quotation at ér and the new sentence 
at knpurret, as the editor had done before the first part of 1. 45 was read, makes hopeless 
difficulties, and is indeed impossible if ydp (a likely reading) is accepted. It should be 
added that the « of avrimadov has a thickening in the middle, which makes it look like ; 
but # has elsewhere a rather large loop, and even if we read avr(c) it is difficult to make 
a possible word out of the following characters. 

44-7. Eph. v, 16. 

48. eniorelvev: the spelling is in general correct, and the space between r and v 
is very large fore. It is possible to read emoz{edJouper (ste), but on the whole the reading in 
the text is perhaps preferable. 

49 f. ém{fo]rpémer: it is not certain that the o has really been deleted, and the reading 
must therefore be regarded as doubtful; but the certain per and probable r make it difficult 
to avoid it. 

50. ePd§tor: the word is apparently unknown (except in the substantival form eddu.ov, 
viaticum), but it is a likely enough formation and suits the context excellently ; Dorotheus 
was on the way but hesitated to come actually to Paphnutius’s cell without authorization. 
Palaeographically the reading is very probable, though the upper part of the ¢ has completely 
disappeared. 

53- mavv is perhaps hardly enough, but the writing seems to be less compressed at the 
beginnings of lines. It no doubt gives the sense. 

55. [dyyeAleis: cf. 1. 57. 
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PAPYRUS 1928.—Middle of the Fourth Century. 
Iny. No. 2496. 27-7 X 26-5 cm. 


Acquired in 1922. Papyrus stained dark brown on the left, a paler brown on the 
right. Much worm-eaten, and fragmentary. Written in a large bold cursive hand by 
a practised scribe, letters laterally compressed, along the fibres, in black ink ; the subscription 
and postscript in a large sloping, more rapid cursive. Folded inwards, mainly from the 
right, and then once from top to bottom. 


‘The main portion of this letter, which is a request for Paphnutius’s prayers 
in sickness, was written by an amanuensis. It isa good deal mutilated but clearly 
contained nothing beyond the request for prayers. The most interesting portion 
is the postscript, added by the sender himself in his own hand. There is no reason 
to identify him with any Heraclides known to us, e. g. with the bishop banished by 
the Arians (Athan., His¢. Ar., 72), the anchorite mentioned by Sozomen, iii, 14, or 
the Meletian bishop of Nikiou (Athan., Afol. c. Ar., 71; cf. 64). 


1 T6 rape 66 [nylarnpélv]o mazpi dra Ianvovtiw 

2 ‘“HpaxaAeions. 

3 el pev cis 6 Kalpds Tob] wWeacblal tmwep Hnudv, Kal THs mapa Tov 
KpeitToLv los 

4 Oia TOY edydV cov Boln\Oclas Sled]ueOa: viv de wA€ov TapaKadrG o[€ TodTO] 

5 Kal els dvoud pov Kai mpos THY KalrjaAaBodlaldy pe voololy [é|riyo[voldiy pe] 

6 mowjoae Kal 7rd eAatov Ka.[.....-. | PK = + Ye feeemeene ls cliueennes J 
dofivat (?). Od yap] 

7 ddd\ws BonOeicOat ma[7|e[vo 

8 yal. -Jpors xpnorog|dlplélals] «ws vyeitav Exes. (2nd hand) “EppagOaé of] 

9 ev k(upt)o Xpynora wWyopuar emi wordy 

fo) Xpovoy evydpuevoy brep Euod cuve- 

II x@s, watep OcoceBécTa{Ta} Te. 

12 Kai 6 mpopyrns Bod “ev Od émeKadecduny kal elojKoucev 

13 pov”. Név ddrnOads Odjiis ev 7 eipl, dmov ovre adeAPod ovre 

14 Tivos dAdov BonOjca Sdvatar BonOera ef pr (1) Sid Tod Kupiov pay) 


15 Xpnorod dia tov buoy ebyav mpocdokopérvn eArris. 


Address on the verso: 


(1st hand) T@ mapa 066 nyannpévo marpi dra Ilanvoutio 
‘Hpakdeidns. 
3. Kpetr rovos. 5. pe vda olv: Hunt; see note. 1. éretyovaav. 8. 1. xpearoho- 
tas, vyleav, 9. Ka. 1. Xpiorg. 12. 1. Adipe. 14. nea. 15. 1. Xperrod, 
m poo Ook@pevn. 


‘To the beloved father in the sight of God Apa Papnutius, Heraclides. 
Always you find time to pray on our behalf, and we ask the help which the Most 


[1928] THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAPHNUTIUS 115 


High gives through your prayers ; but now yet the more do I entreat you to do 
this both in my name and with reference to the sickness which has fallen upon me 
and is oppressing me, and to give (?) the oil. . . for in [no] other way do I trust to 
be helped...’ (Signed) ‘I pray for your health in the Lord Christ for a long time, 
praying continually on my behalf, most pious father. The prophet also cries: “In 
affliction I called upon him and he heard me.” Now of a truth it is affliction in 
which I am, where neither from a brother nor from any other can effectual help 
come save the hope which I expect by our Lord Christ through your prayers.’ 
(Addressed) ‘To the beloved father in the sight of God Apa Papnutius, 
Heraclides.’ 


; 4. Tovro: it is not certain that anything followed ae, but there would be room for 
rovro, for which (or an equivalent word) a place must be found somewhere, and if émiyovedy 
pe is right in |. 5 it cannot be fitted in there. 

5. pe vdgloly: we can well be read, though the trace taken as the first stroke of p might 
be the last of the preceding ». In that case a word beginning «vo would have to be read, 
and nothing likely suggests itself. »écov is just what is wanted and is supported by éAaov in 
]. 6, but it can be accepted only with some misgiving. The letter after o looks like p (though 
the downstroke of p is not elsewhere looped round at the foot as this is) and the supposed 
vy is not much like any other » in the letter. The following émiyovsdy pe is not very 
satisfactory, as karadaBotcdy pe Seems sufficient, but the characters visible strongly suggest myo 
Or mero Or mya and émra is not likely. The ais on a detached piece of papyrus, the position 
of which is quite conjectural. ; 

8. All the readings of the first hand in this line are very doubtful except xpyoro, ews, 
and exes. is a possible and indeed likely reading, but the upper part is lost, and uv could 
be read (for the spelling Xpyorod cf. 1.15). If @ be read xpnorog|d|p[e| is expected (cf. 1926, 
1); but in that case it is difficult to account for the traces between p and ews, and xpioropopia 
seems a likely enough formation from xpicrodépos. 

12. A combination of Ps. cxvii, 5, év Prive. (AT ek Orixpews) emexadeoduny Tov KUpwov, Kab 
emjxovoey por (you SCART), and Jon. ii, 3, eBdnoa ev Odixper pou mpas Kipwov tov Oedv pov, kat 
cionkovgey pov. Or possibly Heraclides knew Ps. cxvii in a text into which eofovoey had 
been introduced (perhaps from Jon. ii, 3?) in place of émjroucer. 

' 13. vov etA,: eri is to be understood. 


PAPYRUS 1929.—Middle of the Fourth Century. 


Inv. No. 2497. 28 x 31-8 cm. 


Acquired in 1922. Reddish brown papyrus, but with lighter patches. Broken and 
worm-eaten, and in places much defaced by rubbing. Written in a rather large bold sloping 
cursive hand by a practised writer, along the fibres, in black ink. Folded inwards, mainly 
from the right, and then once from the top downwards. Facsimile (reduced): Plate V. 


This letter, the most imperfect of the whole series, is also from one point of 
view the most interesting. It is from an Athanasius, and the question at once 
suggests itself whether this may perhaps be St. Athanasius himself. The idea 
may at first sight seem quite gratuitous, for the name Athanasius was common, 
but 1929 has features which give it some support. The hand is an easy, bold and 
rather handsome one, betraying a practised writer, but on the other hand it 
is hardly of an official type. It suggests rather a private person of education 
than a professional scribe. Mutilation makes the text in a considerable part 

12 
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of the letter very conjectural, but so far as can be judged the style is very. 
noticeably superior to the average of papyrus letters and even to that of the 
present series, itself obviously proceeding from a cultivated circle. Particular 
stress may be laid on the separation of noun and adjective in the concluding 
clause : éppwpuévoy ve 1 Ocia diapvadger(e) mpdvora. This is an essentially literary 
device, so far removed from the usual style of papyrus letters that it at 
once arrests attention. Again the list of names in 1. 17, placed side by side 
without a connecting kat, shows an effort after elegance of form. The unusual 
phrase 6 tavtoxpdtwp Oeds kat 6 Xpiords atirot in |. 3 points in the same direction, 
and the sentence beginning [lapaxadé (1. 6) has an unmistakably literary flavour. 
It is true that this is largely restored and the readings are far from certain, but the 
visible remains seem to impose something similar in style. Yet, though the 
writer is consciously aiming at style he is entirely free from the nebulous bombast 
which characterizes half-educated writers of the Byzantine Age when they aim at 
literary form, and which can be seen, for example, in 1927. It seems clear that 
the writer is a man of education and with some literary sense. He writes too 
with respect indeed but in a tone of perfect equality ; one would imagine him to 
be a person of authority, and he speaks of his household as if it were of some 
size. ; 

The foregoing considerations cannot be strongly reinforced by the evidence 
of names, but there is one name which has some evidential value. Among the 
members of his household Athanasius mentions an ’Avrioxos. Now among the 
extant letters of St. Athanasius is one (Migne, P.G., xxvi, 1165) addressed 
"Iodvyn cal Avtidx tots dyamnrtois viois Kat ovpmperBurepots. John and Antiochus 
were then at Jerusalem, though that apparently was not their ordinary residence, 
and it would of course be absurd to found much on a mere coincidence of name. 
Nevertheless Antiochus, common enough earlier, seems to have been infrequent in 
Christian times,? and in Egypt one is prepared in the fourth century to find it at 
Alexandria rather than in the y#pa. The persons addressed in St. Athanasius’s 
letter were clearly younger than himself, were apparently in regular correspon- 
dence with him, and seem to have been travelling about, so that Antiochus may 
quite well have been at some time a member of his household. 

The other names do not help. Mention is made of the writer’s mother, who, 
if the reading Avddluns in 1.11 be rejected, may, from 1. 17, have been called 
Didyma, though on the whole it is preferable, in view of |. 11, to make Avdipn 
and # paitnp two different persons ; but unfortunately we do not know the name 
of either of St. Athanasius’s parents. In his second letter to Lucifer (Migne, 
P.G., xxvi, 1183 ff.), written about 359, which is extant only in a Latin version, 

1 "Eyxdpny deEdpevos tpav Kat voy emotoAny, OTe pahiora amo lepocod\tpov eypaware. 

2 The only fourth-century papyrus instances given in Preisigke’s Mamenbuch are: 
P. Oxy. i, 102, 3 (A.D. 306); PSI. iii, 205, 1 (a.p. 317); Séud. Pal., xx, 106, 13 (4th 
cent.). The first two are earlier than our letter, and in Oxy. 102 the name is no doubt that 
of a pagan, the man having been a magistrate of Alexandria. In Apol. ad Const, 10, 
Athanasius cites as witnesses that he had prayed for Constantius, along with the Dux 
Felicissimus and others, the agen/es in rebus Antiochus and Evagrius. Antiochus, Bishop of 
Ptolemais (died before a.p. 408), for whom see, e.g., W. Smith and H. Wace, Dict. of 


Christian Biography, s.v., may also be reckoned to the fourth century. But the name was 
not common then, especially in ecclesiastical circles. ° 
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Athanasius complains that owing to his persecution by the Arians ‘testis est 
autem Dominus, quia nec parentes quos habeo potui videre, ex quo persequuntur 
nos’, and A. Robertson concludes from this that his parents were then alive 
(Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, iv, p. xiv'; see, however, p. 562°) ; but the word 
parentes may of course mean merely ‘relatives’, and so proves nothing. 
Lauchert (p. 3) infers from the fact that his parents are not mentioned in con- 
nexion with his persecution by the Arians, whereas an aunt of his does occur 
(Hist. Ar., 13), that they were then dead ; but there is really no evidence on 
either side, and in any case we do not know the date of the present letter. 

The other letters give no further decisive indication. The writer of 1925 
mentions a slave of Athanasius and sends greetings to ’A@avacvoy Tov kipidv pou, 
who was therefore at that time with Paphnutius. The Athanasius referred 
to may well be the writer of 1929, but we cannot be certain of this, and the 
reference tells us little about him (except that he was in a position to keep 
slaves), since he was presumably, in view of 1929, merely on a temporary visit to 
Paphnutius. Among the writers of the letters we meet some names familiar in 
the records of Athanasius’s life ; e. g., Heraclides and Ammonius occur among 
Athanasian bishops banished by the Arians, //zs¢t. Arv., 72, and cf. Ep. ad 
Dracontium, 7 : pynpovevers’Appoviov, rod peta Sapariwvos arodnuncavros ; but these 
names were too common for the coincidence to have any value. 

The letter is too fragmentary for stylistic tests to be applied, but one or two 
points are deserving of mention. In the first place, the omission of the title 
énioxomos is of no significance. If the MS. tradition of fourth-century letters can 
be trusted there was no uniformity of practice in this particular, and titles were 
inserted or omitted at the whim of the writer; thus Ursacius and Valens omit 
their titles in writing to Pope Julius (Afol. c. Ar, 58; Hzst. Ar., 26), but insert 
them in their letter to Athanasius (zbzd.). Even the title of the person addressed 
was often not inserted (e.g. Adavaciw IwBiavds, Migne, xxvi, 813 ; ’Emuxrijro 
"Adavaoros, of. cit., 1049; &c.); and Athanasius in his letters usually omitted his 
title. The salutations are often omitted in the MSS., but some examples of them 
and of the final greetings may be quoted: Kupi vio kal modewordt@ cvdXertovpy@ 
“Povdiviava AOavdowos év Kupio xaipew (Migne, xxvi, 1180); "A@avdovos a8Aq 
‘Opotcio KtA., ayannrols Kal Todewordrors adeApots ev Kupio xalpew .. . Mpoca- 
yopevovow tpas ot avy euol. “Eppdcdar tpas ev Kupio ebxouar, dyanntol Kat Tobewd- 
tarot adeAgol (tom. cit., 977-80) ; "Eppdcbat ce kal pynpovetew jyav To Kupiw edxé- 
pea, ayannrteé kal @s GAnOGs ToOevdrare (Com. cit., 1084); TO ay. Kal ddnOds 08. vid 
Makgipw pirocdpw ’AO. ev K. x. ... Hpocayopetovat ce mavtes of obv hui (op. cit, 
1085-9). The resemblances here to our letter are too slight and trivial to be of 
any value, and there is one noteworthy difference. In no extant letter does 
St. Athanasius use the phrase ev xupim 0€@ in the salutation, as does the writer of 
1929. But we have too few of the saint’s letters to build very much on this. 
One further difference may be noted. In the writings of St. Athanasius, to judge 
by the printed text, we find the form Iagvotrios, here Wamvovriy, This however 
cannot be used as a serious argument; MSS. are not to be trusted on points of 
orthography, and an editor has to normalize spellings. Finally, the fact that the 
letter is holograph is no argument against the Athanasian authorship. Athana- 
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sius certainly employed amanuenses, but it does not therefore follow—indeed it is 
excessively improbable—that he never wrote a letter with his own hand, and the 
present letter, purely private and personal in character, is not ofa kind for which 
he would be specially likely to use an amanuensis. 
It will be seen that a definite decision is impossible. The most we can say 

is that there is at least a reasonable probability that we have in the present docu- 
ment a specimen of the hand of the great champion of orthodoxy, and the mere 
possibility gives to our letter an interest which, in its sadly mutilated state, 
it would not otherwise possess. The editor’s debt to Prof. Hunt is particularly 
great in this letter. 

1 [T]@ [rijuolrarlo Kal a[yalryT@ [rar)pl Ilamvourio 

2 [Ablavdo.os [ely K(upi)m [Of6)]@ xatper. 
‘O nlalvrox[pdérwp] Oeds Kai 6 Xpilords] adrod doin tiv ory OeoceBerav 
T[alpapéviy [piv] moddv [x]pd[vor] cal pepvnjo[Olar npov ev Tats 
gais mpooeuxais]}’ THs ya[p] sAs [ay.lornros Todjro duatehovons 
orale Hmily amjavralxH vjyralivy. Ilapaxadre ovy TuKyo- 
[rélows Auov pryjoOn[ril af yap [rap’] bpadv ddbpevar edxXal ava- 
[AaluBdvovrar Sia z[i\y [a]y[faly dy[amny cov, Kai ws eay alijrnonobat 


co ~r Aon - w 


Dpels 
9 &v [Tails dlyias [cov] mpofclevy[ais Ped fer] ro Hplélz[elpoly]. Xaprodpar 
TO Otxalw 


11 [tAci]s [y]uds. Mddor[a 0 eorl gpolvris pole Addluns Kal THs 


«12 [Ppentlpds: 4 yap Addn [,.....--- Jov kal % paltnp] pov avoparé 
RA eae ee Ayav obv [péyiotos melpi éuod [earl] m[polomaaxovtos 
Pa perience a kal arovér[ara €xovTos| maTE|vo dle els Tov amdvtov 


15 gornplal. Ardyov dé [év radras tlais véo[ors HO]GueOa Ore Kal ora 

16 pepiuyns cot yéeyoulev Tov] Kaddv vidv ‘Qpiova amooTirat 

17 [mplos tds.  Ocodédcros, [....]o0 .[.]., Avrioxos, A[d\oun, ) pATNP, 
TAVTES 

18 off rlod erépov oikov m[oAAd] ce Kal mpockuvodpev Kal mporayopevoper, 

19 [TyuléraTe dyamnte md[rep. "Eplpmpévfoly ce % Ocla dragvddger(e) 
mpovota émi py- 

20 [Kic]rov x[pé|vov del pelpvnoKopevoy Har, 


21 [ayalrnré, Tisio|Tlare. 


Address on the verso : 


22 TS tywolrd|ro kal dylann7@ warlpl Ian|vlovrio 


23 ‘Alavd|ovos ev K(upl)p O(¢)o. 
2. Ko (4; so too in |, 23. 4. 1. mapapevew. 6. €orfar.. .U}yajiuy: Hunt; 


]. bytaivew, 7 f. map’: Hunt. aval Aa|uBdvovrat : Hunt. 1. airnonode. g. ev ea: 
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Hunt, exempli gratia; seenote. 10-11. Seenoteonl.9, 12.1]. dvwpadei. 14. drover|ara | 
éxovros|: Hunt. 15. 1. dudyovres. rlais vdolors : Hunt. 16. |. dmooreiiat. 18. .m[odAdAd]: 
Hunt. 20. |. pupynokopevor, 


‘To the most valued and beloved father Papnutius, Athanasius greeting 
in.the Lord God. May Almighty God and his Christ grant that your piety may 
long be spared to us and remember us in your prayers; for if your holiness con- 
tinues so to do it will be our lot everywhere to be in good health. I therefore 
entreat you repeatedly, remember us ; for the prayers which you offer are taken 
on high owing to your holy love, and according as you ask in your holy prayers 
so will our state prosper. I shall do you justice by believing that you every- 
where make mention of us; for indeed I know that you love us. My care is 
chiefly for Didyma and my mother (?) ; for Didyma [is in sickness |, and my mother 
is in bad health ; so that there is very great anxiety concerning me, suffering [this ? | 
in addition and being in very weak health; yet I trust in the Saviour of all. 
Living‘ in the midst of these sicknesses, we rejoice that it came also into your 
mind to send to us our good son Horion. Theodosius, ..., Antiochus, Didyma, 
our mother, all they of our household, we both salute and address you many times, 
most valued, beloved father. May the divine Providence preserve you for a great 
length of time, ever remembering us, beloved, most valued.’ (Addressed) ‘ To the 
most valued, beloved father Papnutius, Athanasius in the Lord God.’ 


I. Hanvourio: the r is made rather peculiarly, the cross-stroke beginning low and almost 
touching the bottom of the downstroke, so that the whole looks like the lower half of 6. As 
the papyrus is slightly rubbed it might be thought from the facsimile that 6 is the true 
reading, but a close examination makes it certain that r is correct; cf. too the verso. 

5. vais: this suits the space better than éyias, but the traces are so very slight that it is 
impossible to decide with certainty between the two words. 

7. pyar] re]: pvno6i[va] would be too much for the space. The use of the imperative 
is quite intelligible and not uncommon, e.g. Ghedini 25, 19 f.; 1926, 15 f. 

nap’|: this suits the space better than 6’, which the editor had originally read. 

8. 7[h)» [d}[ialy dy[amnv clov: this gives a good sense and suits the visible letters, but 
the space available for nva is rather small; the supposed y is a mere spot of ink, which 
looks like the top of the first upstroke. [4] dy[co}» would suit the space better, but ay is 
then rather intractable. 

9. mpolalevx|ais: there are difficulties in this reading, particularly in the case of «,- but 
the context and the visible letters almost impose it, and it can hardly be doubted that it is 
correct. Prof. Hunt’s ed er probably gives the sense, but the space is somewhat scanty. 

xapwodpat krd.: the reconstruction and in part the reading of this passage (to [? uyr|pés) 
is due to Prof. Hunt. That it is doubtful need hardly be emphasized; but at least it can 
be said that readings and restorations are all reconcilable with the remains. 

11. Add|zns: this reading (at first rejected by the editor on the evidence of |. 17, where 
Didyma seemed to be the mother’s name, becomes very plausible if, with Prof. Hunt, we 
insert a comma after A:dipun there. Didyma and » pyrnp are then different persons. 

Tabs tee eats aha Jou: Prof. Hunt suggests (e.g.) [éxee muper|év or kdparoy or some 
similar phrase, and this seems likely enough. 

dvepadt: or dvepadila (-av). Some marks which might suggest a defaced a in], r2 can 
hardly so be interpreted. aAi{ajy (Hunt) could be read without much difficulty at the 
beginning of ]. 13, but this leaves some characters unaccounted for, and the od» probably 
rules out xali| dyov as the beginning of the new sentence. dvepanila xpirac is not possible. 

14. rovro or raira is hardly sufficient at the beginning, nor are the traces specially 
favourable to it. 

15. dayov krd.: the reading didyev is extremely probable, indeed almost certain (8:4 
rav less likely); hence some such restoration as here adopted seems required. The com- 
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bination of a singular participle and a plural verb is an objection but not a fatal one, in an 
informal] and perhaps hasty letter, even in the case of so correct a writer as this. The 
singular dyer was probably due to the singular moretvw ; then the writer (his thought per- 
haps passing from himself to his household generally) dropped into the plural. 

16, xaddv: for the Christian use of the word see Moulton and Milligan, s.v. ; Wilcken, 
Chrest, 127, intr.; and the remarks of Ghedini (p. 121) on the same letter. 

17. |76.[.].: the letter after 6 might be a, but the last letter can hardly be part of s, so 
that [Mv]e@as cannot be read. 

Add|vun, 7 pyrnp: see l. 11, n. 

22-3. This address is very faint, but by the help of ll. 1-2 can be read with practical 
certainty. In the earlier part the characters are confused by the presence of some super- 
fluous strokes, perhaps relics of an earlier text. 


Inv. 
2248 verso 
2487 
2488 
2489 
2491 
2492 
2493 
2494 
2495 


TABLE OF PAPYRI 


IN ORDER OF INVENTORY NUMBERS 


Cat. 
1912 
1914 
1920 
1917 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 


Inv. 


2496 
2497 
2543 
2544 
2545 
2546 
2547 
2548 
2549 


Cats 

1928 
1929 
1913 
1915 
1916 
1918 
1919 
1922 
1921 


INDICES 


t) SUBJECT INDEX TO INTRODUCIIG@ 
AND COMMENTARIES 


Abinnaeus papyri, 100, 

Achmimic dialect, 94. 

— group of Coptic papyri, gt. 

Agrippa I at Alexandria, 16. 

Agrippa II, influence of, 20. 

Agrippina, character of, 20. 

Alexander, Alabarch, 11°. 

Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria: relations 
with Meletius, 39-41. 

— — with the Meletians, 55}. 

— death of, 40. 

’AeEavdpevs, meaning of, 14, 16. 

Alexandria, Augustus at, 35. ° 

— Bishops of, powers of, 69. 

— Camp at, 64. 

— Christian dissensions at, 39. 

— citizenship, 8, 34. 

— gates of, 64. : 

— hostility of, to Roman Emperors, 11, 31. 

— Imperial cult at, 35. 

— Jews at, viii, 10-20. 

— letter of Constantine to, 46. 

— Meletian antipope at (?), 64, 65, 69. 

— municipal magistracies at, 35-6. 

— — term of, 8. 

— neocort of Augustus at, 8. 

— power of Alexandrian presbyters, 64. 

— senate at, vill, 8—ro. 

— Synod of, date of, 67. 

— supposed temple of Claudius at, 7. 

— tribes at, 5, 33. 

Ammonius, 103, 117. 

avdpias, use of, to imply Auman honours, 32. 

Antiochus, agens in rebus, 116°. 

Antiochus, Bishop of Ptolemais, 1167. 

Antiochus, correspondent of St. Athanasius, 
116. 

Anti-Semitism, vili, 10-11, 16-19, 20-21. 

ara, a38a applied to Bishops, 68. 

dravrdw, sense Of, 104. 

*Adiyxuos, “Anpvyxuos, 98. 

Apis, agent of St. Athanasius at court, 66. 

dmixitov, an\ukiraptos, 68. 


Apollonius, known persons of the name, 29. 


dpxai, term of, 35-6. 


Archaph, John, Sze John Archaph. 

Archelaus, 55, 57. 

— and the Synod of Tyre, 66-7. 

Archelaus, Bishop of Caschara, 67. 

apxvepeds, in Imperial cult, 34. 

— of Claudius, 7. 

Arian party. See Eusebian party. 

Arius denounced by Meletius, 39. 

Arsenius, Bishop of Hypsele, 46, 48, 57, 
66-4. 

Ascetics, importance of, 102-3. 

Asclepiades, M. Julius, philosopher, 29. 

Asiut, Meletians at, 422. 

Athanasius, St.: accession of, 40. 

— accused of violence and oppression, 47- 

— arbitrary proceedings against Arians and 
Meletians,. 54’, 55. 

— as authority for Meletian schism, 40. 

— character of, 57-8. 

— election opposed by Meletians, 41. 

— Eusebian-Meletian coalition against, 41. 

— — attacks on, 46-8, 55-7. 

— first exile of, 55, 70. 

— date of his second exile, 54”. 

— interference with bread supply, 69-70. 

— letter from (?), 115-20. 

— letter of Constantius against, 63. 

— parents of, 116-17. 

— popularity of, in Egypt, 41. 

— refuses to attend Synod of Caesarea, 47-8. 

-— regrets truce with Meletians, 40. 

— rescued by Archelaus, 67. 

— summoned to court, 55, 56. 

— writings against the Arians, 66. 

Athanasius, son of Capito, 55, 57, 67- 

Athletic contests, Jews excluded from, 14 f. 

Augusteum at Alexandria, 35. 

Augustus and Alexandria, 35. 

— and the Alexandrian senate, vill, 9-10. 

— Claudius’s attitude towards, 6, 22. 

Ausonius, identity of, 100, 105. 


Balbillus, Ti. Claudius, prefect, 29. 
Barbillus, Ti. Claudius, identity of, 29. 


INDEX OF SUB/ECTS 


Benjamin, Patriarch of Alexandria, refers to 
Meletians, 42. 

Bis, 98. 

Bread supply to Alexandrian clergy, 69. 


Caesarea, Synod of, 45-8, 51-2, 56. 

Caesareum at Alexandria, 35. 

Callinicus, Bishop of Pelusium, 41. 

kadés, Christian use of, 120, 

Camalodunum, temple of Claudius at, 7. 

Camp at Alexandria, 64. 

Canopus, Imperial cult at, 35. 

kaTagTdcews ypaupartioy, 45. 

kéAAa as ‘store-chamber ’, 64. 

Chaeremon, philosopher, 29. 

xaipe, xaipors, use of, 84. 

Chariots, dedication of, 6, 34. 

Children, pledging of, 72-3. 

‘Church of the Martyrs’, 39. 

Citizenship, ephebia as step to, 34. 

Claudian tribe at Alexandria, 5, 33. 

KAavéretov at Alexandria, 7. 

Claudius: attitude to Anti-Semitic riots at 
Alexandria, 18 f., 21. 

—  — to honours and Imperial cult, 5-7, 31. 

— — topolicy of Augustus and Tiberius,6, 22. 

— celebration of his birthday, 32. 

— character and policy of, 21-3. 

— date of acceptanceof title Pater Patriae, 29. 

— insistence on use of Latin by Roman 
citizens, 4. 

—— letter of, concerning Jews at Alexandria, 
Ruma al 

— piety towards his family, 31. 

Commentartenses, 63. 

Communication, speed of, in Roman Empire, 
18’, 

‘ Confessor’, use of the title, 43. 

Constantine and attacks on Athanasius, 46. 

and Egyptian troubles, 40. 

— banishes Athanasius, 70. 

— banishes John Archaph, 4r. 

— bequest to widowsof Libyaand Egypt, 70. 

— commends John Archaph, 46. 

— Meletian deputation to, 41. 

— orders arrest of Macarius, 66. 

— summons John Archaph to court, 67-8. 

— summons Synod of Caesarea, 47, 48. 

— summons Synod of Tyre, 47, 48, 51-2. 

Constantine, Bishop of Asiut, 42. 

Constantius, 63. 

Coptic dialects, 93, 94, 97: 

— influence on Greek style, 53-4. 

— script: unusual form of 9, 97. 

Cross (chrism), use of, 104. 

Cynopolite (Upper) nome, 44. 


Dalmatius, censitor, 46, 48. 
Damian, Patriarch of Alexandria, 42. 


. 
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Darb el-Gerza, finds of papyri at, r. 

‘ Delta’ quarter at Alexandria, 10. 
Dicaeus, father of Paiéous, 43. 

Didymus, 104. 

Dinner, fashionable hour of, 64. 

Stouxntys, 49. 

Dionysius, C. Julius, and family of, 29-30. 
Dionysius, president of Synod of Tyre, 67. 
Dorotheus, 110. 


Economic misery of Egyptian middle-class, 
72. 

extiGevar AS = proponere, 29. 

nyenov, use Of, as prznceps, 22°, 35. 

"EAAny as ‘pagan’, 66. 

Hepat SeBaoral, 32. 

Ephebia, 34. 

Epiphanius, authority of, 38, 57”. 

Lpistulae, publication of, 4. 

emitporros aS = prefect, 33: 

60s, technical use of, 37. 

Euergetes II, Jewish troubles under, 11. 

Eusebian (Arian) party : alliance with Mele- 
lians, 41, 55, 67-8. 

— attacks on Athanasius, 46-8. 

Eusebius of Caesarea, 48. 

Eusebius of Nicomedia, 41. 

Evagrius, agens zn rebus, 116°. 

eaiprns, late forms of, 63. 


Felicissimus, Dux, 1167. 

Flaccus and the Jews at Alexandria, 16 f. 

Folding of papyri: evidence for double 
folding, 86, 88. 


Galerius, edict of toleration by, 39. 

Gentile names, omission of, 30. 

Germanicus, popularity of, at Alexandria, 3r. 

yepovoia of Jews, at Alexandria, 12*. 

yevona as = ‘dine’, 64. 

Grammar: Accidence: Nouns and adjec- 
tives : accusative in -ay in third declension, 
54. 

— — — confusion of 1st and and with 3rd 
decl. forms in adjectives, 80. 

—  — Verbs: confusion of deponent and 
active forms, 79. 

— — — deponent forms of iyi, gt. 

— — —o0 in dvivapa (dvvorrar), 54. 

== —— aim second aorst, 54. 

— — — éwoa as aor. of didap, 85-6. 

-— — — retention of ¢ in aorist of verbs in 
-i€a, 80. 

— — — confusion of perfect and aorist, 54, 
64. 

— Prepositions: use of prepositions, 84. 

— — odd used for imép and mepi, 84. 

— — nepi used for imép, 84, 86. 
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Grammar: Syntax, &c.: 
structions, 79, 86. 
— — participles used absolutely, 54. 

— — gen. absolute for subject of sentence, 
54+ : 
— — 70d with infin. instead of subordinate 

ke: Clause, 54. 

— — ethical dative, 79. 

— — future used for subjunctive, 85, 86. 

— — xpeiav €yo governing acc., 88. 

— — definite article for rel. pronoun, 54, 63, 
88, 


paratactical con- 


omission of article, 37. 

—  — confusion of prepositions of motion 
and rest, 54, 64. 

Greek, use of, in Imperial letters, 3-4. 

Groves, sacred, 6, 33. 

Gymnasiarch, position of, in cursus honorum, 
Xr 

— term of office, 36. 


ga- (verbal prefix), 97. 

Hathor, Meletian settlement at, 43-4. 
Heracleopolis, Meletians at, 42. 
Heraclides, 114, 117. 

Heraclius, commentariensis, 63. 

Heraiscus, of Alexandria, 55, 56, 63-4, 69. 


Imperial cult, 5-8, 33, 34. 

Index to Athanasius’s Paschal Letters, 40. 
Intercessory prayers, 81. 

Interest, high rate of, 80. 

Isaac, Bishop of Letopolis, 55-7, 63. 
Ischyras, schismatic priest, 46, 63. 
‘Isidorus Ac/a’, viii, 19 f. 


Jews at Alexandria, vili, 10-20. 

— in Egypt, number of, 117. 

— wealth of, 11. 

GISNH, 71. 

John, correspondent of St. Athanasius, 116. 

John Archaph, 45, 55s 67-8, 88-9. 

— apologizes to Constantine, 46. 

— appointment of, 40. 

at Antioch, 57. 

— banishment of, 41. 

— leads deputation to Constantine, 41. 

Josephus’s evidence as to Jews and Alexan- 
drian citizenship, 14. 

Julius Caesar and Jews of Alexandria, 14. 


KAOYS, 71. 


Labla, near Arsinoe, Meletians at, 42. 
Latinisms in Greek, 3-4. 

AeBirov, 93. 

Libyae nomos, 34. 


INDEX, OFS SUBJECTS 


Macarius, agent of St. Athanasius at court, 66. 

Macarius, presbyter of St. Athanasius, 46, 
55, 87, 06, 68. 

Maccabees, iii, date of, 127. 

* Macedonians’ at Alexandria, 13. 

Marcellinus, Pope, accused of pagan sacri- 
fice, 387. 

‘ Martyrs’, Church of the, 39. 

Matthew the Poor, Patriarch, 42. 

Maximinus, persecution by, 39. 

Meletians : history of the schism, 38-43. 

— alliance with Eusebian party, 55, 67-8. 

— attack Athanasius, 46-8. 

— persecuted by Athanasius, 55-7. 

— set up a rival bishop to Athanasius (?), 
64, 65, 69. 

— settlement at Hathor, 43-5. 

— mutual charity, 72. 

— orthodoxy of, toa. 

Meletius, 39-40. 

— ‘brief’ of, 63. 

— deposition of, 38. 

Memphis, Meletians near, 44. 

Messalina, as Demeter, 32, 37. 

— golden statue of (?), 6. 

Michael I, Patriarch of Alexandria, 42-3. 

povaptos, 65. 

Monasticism, evidence on, 48. 

povn, meanings of, 64, 65. 

Monks, life of, 44. 

Moon, Gate of the, 64. 

Mortuary rolls, ancient analogy of, 81. 

Municipal magistracies, term of, 35-6. 


Neocort in Imperial cult, 35. 

Nicaea, Council of, 39, 40. 

Nicopolis, 64. 

NMKEUJHAL, QO. 

Nomina sacra, contraction and overlining of, 
80-1. 


oikovdpos, 49. 

Orthography: Confusion of 6 and ¢, 54, 63. 
— — and a unusually frequent, 80. 
— —eande, 54- 

— — eand 7, 65. 

— —nanda, 54. 

= a] and €t, 54. 

——7 and ein Xptords, Xprotiamkés, 51. 
— — nand », 54. 

——oand v, 54. 

—— panda, 54. 

— — vand B, 54. 

— —vand Ny 2. 

—— vand ou, 2. 

— —woand o, 2. 

— dropping of v from diphthong av, 37. 
— y omitted from yy, yk, 54, 63. 

— incorrect insertion of iota adscript, 2. 


INDEX OF “SUBJECTS 


Orthography: intervocalic y, 51. 
— -ws shortened to -is, 2. 


Pahbew, 93. 

Paiéous, Apa, 43-4. 

— letter from, 94. 

— name Haznod, Iaimotvs, 63. 

Pamin, 41°. 

nanas, meaning Of, 63, 65. 

Paphnutius, identity of, 100-2. 

— papyni, 44. 

— — provenance of, 110. 

Paphnutius, Meletian confessor, 41. 

mapocxor applied to Jews, 13. 

TaraBeir, 63. 

Pater Patriae: date of acceptance of title by 
Claudius, 29. 

Pax Augusta, 32. 

Pax Augusta Claudiana, golden statue of, 
5-6. 

Pesla, village of, 52. 

Peter, Bishop of Alexandria, 39. 

Peter, Bishop of Heracleopolis, 69. 

Philadelphia, site of, 1. 

— papyri, 1-2. 

Philo’s evidence as to Jews and Alexan- 
drian citizenship, 13 f. 

—Tln Flaccum and Legatio ad Gaium, 
mutual relation of, 16. 

Phinees, Egyptian Bishop at Synod of Tyre, 
70. 

Pinnes of Ptemencyrcis, 88-9, I1of. 

moXtreia, sense Of, 13, 16. 

Pollio, Vitrasius, 33. 

Pracpositus castrorum, 65. 

TIpavovs, 70. 

mpeaBus, use of, for mpecBeurys, 31. 

Presbyters, power of, at Alexandria, 64. 

Processions in Greek festivals, 32. 

Procurator metallorum, 33. 

Proposttio, 4, 29. 

Wn piorpa, 31. 

Ptemencyrcis, monastery of, 46. 

Publication of rescripts, 4. 


Rectus, L. Aemilius, 29. 
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pHte, 93. 
Roma (Dea Roma), cult of, 32. 


Sabbion, Sambion, 30. 

Sardica, Council of, 46, 47, 541, 561, 63, 
Ol. 

— — date of, 67. 

SeBaureia, groves connected with, 33. 

— municipal temples, 35. 

Secretariat, development of, under Claudius, 
oe; 

Signa, otyva, exesost, $277, 65. 

Sun, Gate of the, 64. 

Synagogues, attacks on, 36. 

Syria, Jews from, called in by Alexandrian 
Jews, 17-19. 


TaBeir, 63. 

TARLIO, 03. 

Tamour6é, Meletian settlement at, 44. 

Taso, 93. 

Taxes, burden of, 72-3. 

Terét, 71. 

Thebaid, Meletians in, 44. 

Theon, archidicastes, 30. 

Theon, C. Julius, viii. 

6eds, application of title to living Emperor, 8. 

Titles, use of, in letters, 117. 

Tirovns, 71. 

Tmounakon, 71. 

Tovay, 71. 

TovBeorts, 69. 

Tribes at Alexandria, 5, 33. 

Tribunicia potestas, mention of, in Imperial 
title, a sign of translation from Latin, 3. 

Tyre, Arsenius found at, 46. 

me Synod of, 41, 47, 48, 51-2, 55-7, 63, 
66-8, 70, 101. 


Vestis, court title, 69. 
Wadi Habib, Meletians at, 42. 
Wheat, price of, 70. 


Women, standard of education of, 108. 


Zeno, archive of, 1. 


2, PERSONAL INDEX 


*A@avdowos, Bishop of Alexandria, 1914, 9, 
29, 37, 383; 1925, 15, 18; 1929, 2, 23. 

’ Aavactos, son of Capito, agent of St. Athana- 
sius, 1914, 33. 

Aipiduos ‘Pixtos, Aovkios, prefect, 1912, I, 70. 

*Aupov, Meletian at Alexandria, 1914, 21. 


"Appov, dra, 1917, 17. 

*Appavios, 1923, 4. 

’Avixwos Ilav\ivos, consul, 1913, I. 
’AvouBas péyas, 1914, 60. 
*AvovBas pixpds, 1914, 60. 
*Avrivoos (?), 1917, 11 (-vous). 


126 


*Avtioxos, 1929, 17. 

"AtroAN@utos, Tduos *IovAvos, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, Io. 

*"ArodAanos, TiBepios KAavdios, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 19 (-ws). 

‘AroA\A@mos, father of Hermaiscus, 1912, 20. 

‘AmoAA@yos, son of Artemidorus, envoy to 
Claudius, 1912, 16 (-ous). 

“Apnods, aa, Meletian, 1914, 55. 

“Apnods (?), 1925, 19. 

*Apioror, father of Ti. Claudius Apollonius, 
1912, 10. 

“Aprrokpas, dduevs, 1919, 30. 

Apreuidmpos, father of Apollonius, 1912, 16. 

"Apxédaos, agent of St. Athanasius, 1914, 32, 
36, 37. 

*ApyxiBwos, TrBeptos KAavdios, 1912, 108. 

"AokAnmddns, Mapxos “IovAwos, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 17. 

atpHe, See oatpe. 

Adpn\ws Tepdvrios, son of Horus, 1918, 11. 

Avpndvos Tayets, son of Horus, priest, 1918, 
2, [18]. 

Aladuos, 1924, 2, 15. 

Avroxpdrwp, 1912, 12, 14. 

acdinge, 1922, 1. 


BapBiddos, TrBepios Kdavédios, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 16, 36, 105. 

Bagowam, 1926, 22. 

Buc, 1922, 1. 


Taos “IovAos ’AmoAA@Mos, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 19. 

Tdtos “IovAvos Atovioves, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 17. 

Tados, 1924, 6. 

Teppavixds, 1912, 12, 14. 
24. 

Tepdvrios, dra, 1914, 55 ; 1918, 4 (Kepovd.). 

Tepdvrios, Avpndtos, son of Horus, 1918, 11. 


I. Katoap, 1912, 


Acddpn, 1929, 11, 12, 17. 

Aidvpos (?), 1923, 16. 

ainatoc (?), 1921, 32. 

Atoyvowos, duos “lovdwos, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 17, 76. 

Atoviovos, son of Sabbion, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 18. 

Atookopidns, Prior of Hathor, 1918, 18. 

Aicxopos, dra, 1916, 3; 1918, 4; 1921, 
Bangi: 

Ri 1925, 22. 

Awpddeos, 6 Ovpuyxitns, 1927, 2. 


“Edevas, da, 1914, 55. 
"Enis (?), Meletian Bishop, 1914, 48. 
“Epwnods, 1915, [2], 40; (1916, 6 ?]. 


INDEX OF PERSONS 


‘Eppaickos, son of Apollonius, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 19. 

Ei[, 1925, 16, 

Evdaipov, 1914, 54. 

EvoeBios, 1925, 19. 


*HXias, da, 1914, 60. 

‘Hpaicxos, Meletian leader at Alexandria, 
1914, 7, 25, 36, 45. 

“Hpakaeions, povaptos, 1914, Ig. 

“HpakAcidns, 1928, 2, 17. 

“Hpdkhewos, commentartensis, 1914, 3 (-Kde.). 


Gcddocr0s, 1929, 17. 

OcdkAera, 1926, 22. 

O¢ar, dudkwv, 1914, 53. : 

G¢av, father of C. Julius Dionysius, 1912, 76. 


‘Iépa€, da, 1914, 55; 1916, 2 LOLS aa 
1921, 22. 

*Inoovs Xpiotés, 1917, 2; 1927, 6. 

"IovAtos ’AnoAX@Mmos, Tdeos, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 19. 

"TovAtos "AokAnmiddns, MGapxos, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 17. 

*IovAtos Atoviowos, Tduos, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 17. 

‘Iod«, Meletian Bishop of Letopolis, 1914, 6. 

Icrawpoc, 1921, 20. 

‘Iadvyns (Archaph), da, Meletian leader, 
1914, 34. 

"Toon, 1914, 56. 


Katoap, Teppavxds, 1912, 27. 

Kaioap, TeBépios KAavdvos, 1912, 12, 14. 

Kaicap, 6 Geds, 1912, 9. 

KadNoros. 1914, 1, 63 (Kadior.). 

Karirwy, father of Athanasius, 1914. 33. 

Kdavdiavis: KAavdiavn Eipyyn S<8aorn, 1912, 35. 

— var Kdaviiavd, 1912, 41. 

KAavdtos ’ArohN@pios, Ty8épros, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 19 (-é:s). 

KAavédios ’ApxiBcos, Ty8épros, 1912, 108. 

KAavdios BdpBiddos, TuSépios, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 16. 

KAavdios Kaioap, TyBépios, 1912, 11, 14. 

KAavdvos bavias, TiBépios, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 18. 

KohAovéos, Prior of Hathor, 1918, 18, 19. 

KodAov€os, 1914, 56. 

KodoBés, 1918, 9. 

Kopyndwos, 1914, 55. 

K[, Wc URt faire ears i ara, 1917, 10. 


Kwvoravtivos, 6 evoeBéeortarcs Bacue’s, 1913, 4. 


Aewvidns, father of Chaeremon, 1912, EY 
(Acov.). 

Aewvidns, 1914, 61; 1918, 6. 

Avvktos Aipidvos “Phxros, prefect, 1912, 1. 
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Makxdpwos, Athanasian priest, 1914, 30, 34. 

M@pkos "IovAtos *AokAnmiddys, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 17. 

Meyadovupos, ana, 1917, 12 (Mexadwvnr), 18 
(do.); 1921, 24 (seyRaNwitysaroc), 25 
(Mu.). 

Medrrtavoi, of, 1914, 20. 

Mexadanyy, sryKaNwityasoc. 
vupos. 


Mavo7s, 1916, 6. 


See Meyado- 


*Onraros, PAdvios, consul, 1918, 1. 

“Op, 1914, 60. See also “Qpos, gwyp. 
Ovarepia, 1926, 4, 28. 

Ovevadpwos, father of Touan, 1917, 11. 
Overpdccos TloANiwv, emizpomos, 1912, 43. 


Tlayeds, Avpndwos, son of Horus, 1918, 2, [18]. 

NaeiHoy, Royer, 1920, 4. 

Hamovs, cma, 1915, 2, 40; 1916, 2, 33; 
HOUS 1, 11, 225 1919) 2, 34: 
1914, 1,[63]; 1917, 2,5,26. maemoy, 
1921, 1. maesny, 1920, 2,28. maerHoyc, 
1921, 32. 

TIayovrvos, 1914, 60. 

Tlapovéios, 1915, 6 ; (1916, 10? |, 

Ilavape, ava, 1918, 8. 

IlamvovOns 6 “ArravormoAirns, 1918, 8. 

Tlarvov6ns, 1918, 7. 

Tlarvov10s, dma, anchorite, 1928, 3, 25; 


TIauov, 


1924, 1, 14. Wlamvovriws, 1925, 2, 24; 
1928, 1, 16; 1929, 1, 22. Ilapvovdwos, 
1926, 2. Iladvovrios, 1926, 28. 


Hazvov6s, Meletian, 1918, 21. 
Tazvovrtos. 

Uamvovris, deacon, 1918, 10. 

THamvovrvos, dra (two persons), 1914, 54, 61. 

Tasiwv, son of Potamon, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 18. 

MaraBueis, priest, 1918, 9. 

NaraBeir, priest, 1914, 1, [63]; 1920, 4 
(mataheert). | 

TlavAivos, Avixos, consul, 1918, 1. 

TladXos, 6 dvayvearns, 1914, 59. 

TlavAos, mpecBurepos, 1917, 11. 

TlatAos, 1919, 25. 

fladvowGos, Tadpvovrios. 

Tlad@puos, 1914, 54. 

naghey, 1920, 21, 23. 

TleBé, dra, 1917, 11, 17, 21, 26 (?). 

Ilévyns, 1919, 2. 

TlerOuBeor10s, 1918, 7. 

Tlerviptos, 1918, 6. 

Tlérpos, Meletian Bishop [of Heracleopolis ?], 
1914, 48. 

mete (?), 1921, 1. 

neugn{, 1922, 12. 


See also 


See Iamvov6sos. 
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Tludp, dra, 1914, 55. 
IIuavios, 1925, 2. 
[ludp, 1914. 54. 
Ilodrtos, 1914, 56. 
TloAX@v, Ovsrpdacos, 
(IlwAerwvos), 
[orduar, father of Pasion, 1912, 18. 
IIpavovs, 1914, 52. 
Upovs, former monk, 1918, 10, 20. 
Ioakiovs, 1918, 19. 


enitpomos, 1912, 43 


“Pyetos, Aovkos Apidos, prefect, 1912, 1, 70. 
‘Poun (personified), 1912, 37. 


SaPBior, father of Dionysius, 1912, 18, 

Larpiov, 1914, 53. 

Sapparns, Gra, 1914, 54. 

Z<Baords, 1912, 12, 14. 
1912, 59, 61, 62,87. of mpd euod SeBaorot, 
1912, 68. of SeBacroi, 1912, 23. 

Seve (?), 1917, 10 (see note). 

Soupods, dza, 1916, 4 (-pov); 1917, 11, 12, 


21. 


6 Geds SeBactos, 


TiBepios KAavdios *AmodN@vios, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 19. 

TiBeptos KAavdtos ’ApyiBios, 1912, 108. 

TiBepros KAavétos BapBrdos, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 16. 

TiBépios KAavdtos Katoap SeBaords Teppavixds 
Atroxpdrop, 1912, 11, 14. 

TiBepwos Kravdws Pavias, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 18. 

Tirovns, 1914, 60. 

Tovay, ava, 1918, 8; 1914, 58. 

Tovav, son of Quenaphrius, 1917, 11. 

TovBeoris, father of Peter, 1914, 48. 

Tptpov, dra, 1917, 54; 1918, 4(Tp.); 1921, 
21. 


bavias, TyBepios KAavdvos, envoy to Claudius, 
1912, 18. 

dives, 1914, 56. 

@dduios “Onraros, consul, 1918, 1. 


Xaipnyor, son of Leonides, envoy to Clau- 
dius, 1912, 17. 

Xapiowos, 1918, 1, 22. 

Napitwmt, 1922, 6 (-toy), 15. 

Xpiords, 1919, 14, 15, 17, 21; 1921, 10; 
1925, 6; 1926, 4. 7; 1927, 4 ; 1928, 9 
(Xpyor.), 15 (do.); 1929, 3. 
TOL 2) eho: 


"Inoots X., 


Waets, 1914, 57. 
Wais, ddtevs, 1919, 30. 
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‘Opior, 1914, 
1929, 16. 
‘Opes, father of Aur. Pageus, 1913, 1. 
*Qpos, 1924, 4. See also owp. 

’OQpcevorvdios, dra, 1917, 10. 


53; 1922, 14 (wpprunm) ; 


INDEX OF PERSONS 


eatpe, 1920, 1, 28 (arp. 

oeNenH, mother of Hér, 1920, 6; ae 
13 (?). 

owp, 1920, 6. 


3 


See also * Qpos, “Op. 


3. GEOGRAPHIGAL INDEX 


“A@op, monastery in the rene Cynopolite 
nome, 1913, 3 ; 1920, 2 (meatewp). 
Atyurros, 1912, 42, 48, 76; 1918, af 
’AdeEdvdpera, 1912, 47, 60; 1914, 
‘AreEavdpevs, 1912, 54, 82. 
’Ade£ardpéov 7 médus, 1912, 15. 
*AvraomoXirns, 1918, 9. 
*Avridxera, 1914, 34. 
"Avo pépn, td, 1917, 18, 23. 
Teppavixds. See Index 2. 
"EdAny (= ‘ pagan’), 1914, 28. 
“Hparheomodirns vopos, 1918, 2. 
“Tovdaios, 1912, 73, 83, 88, 97. 
‘Inravey, village i in the Heracleopolite nome, 
1913, 2, 9. 
Kavodpera ris Hadacrivns Supias, 1918, 6, 7. 
Kdveros, 1912, 61. 
Kdrw xeapa, 7, 1914, 42. 
KuvorroXirns (vopss), 6 dw, 19138, 3 
Anrovs (mdXs), 1914, 7. 
AtBin, 1912, 46. 
Meudews, vncos tis, 1917, 9. 
Nexézrodts, 1914, 15, 19. 


’O£upuyyxitns, 1927, 2. 

Hakaorivn Supia, 7, 1918, 6. 

Tlapwvréoda, 1918, 10. 

TapeuBory, 7, at Alexandria, 1914, 8, ro dzs, 
UD Gand bees Wy PRG OI HIG 

Tagwar, Taoy mM-, 1920, 1. 

moaTowp. See “Adop. 

TijAovovwy, 1912, 47. 

Tléhy rod ‘HXiov, at Alexandria, 1914, 15-6. 

“Poun, 1912, 37. 

Zupia, 1912, 96. 7) Tdavorivn 3., 1918, 6. 

Tapovpe, village in the Heracleopolite nome, 
1914, 58 dzs. 

Tandoupis, 1912, 46. 

TALOY Rimaowas, 1920, 1. 

Tepor, 1914, 57. 

Tneus, 1917, 11. 

Tovpvaxoy (= Tpovvakdy ?), 1914, 61. 

Twoe, 1920, 6. 

apos, 1912, 47. 

Pidovixov, village in the Heracleopolite nome, 
1924, 5. 


A GENE RALAIN DEX 


(2) GREEK Worps. 


(Ax asterisk indicates a doubtful form.) 


dya60s, 1927, 11. 1d dyabdv, | &ycos, 1918, 6> 1917.5, 4, 5; 33, 38, 40; 1917, 9, 27; 
1912, 95. LOST 57, 22>) 1923, 16. 1918, 5, 9, 11; 1919, 1, 
dyavao, 1918, 1 ; 1925, 17; 13; 1924, 10; 1926, 16, 7(?), 8, 14, 24, 26 bts, 28> 
1928, 1, 16. 21; 1929, 8,9. dywraros, 1923, 16; 1925, 13, 20, 
aydmn, 1914, 28; 1916, 15, UI hy OH aide 2 ISP, 21, 24; L927 eioor 
31; 1919, 28, 31; 1921, Sits 1928, 13. 
8; 1927, 4, 60; 1929, ayérns, 1925, 10, 20; 1929, 5. adeAdéorns, 1915, 11. 
8 (?). ayopafw, 1914, 50, bile adnros, 1912, 69. 
ayanntés, 1914, 1; 1916, 1, ayo, 1912, 30. dei, 1912, 105; 1928, Or 


0) 10,10, 20, VOU tata. 
21; 19238, 1, 25; 1924, 


17 12, 1439 1925, 24°; 
1929, 1, 19, 21, 22. 
dyyedia, 1927, 57 
dyye\io, [1916, 9?]; 1927, 


55: 


dyov, 1912, 93, 107; 1929, 


Ti 

ddeAdds, 1912, 26 ; 19138, 12 ; 
1914," 3, 4, 15;)3,010, 
2I=4, 26; 27, 40, 63; OT, 
62 dzs; 1915, 1, 5 dzs, 16, 
35, 40; 1916, 4, 18, 29, 


1928, 3; 1929, 20. 
deiuynoros, 1919, 12, T9. 
a6cos, 1915, 8, 27 ; 1916, 13: 
Bikor 1927, 377: 
abuse: 1914, 29, 38. 
aidéopar, 1927, 51. 
*ainappdns,1914, 14 (epapwets). 


aipw, 1914, 12, 36, 50. 

aicxoros, 1915, 7; [1916, 
rr]. 

airéo, 1912, 52; 1926, 6 
(er.). airéopar, 1929, 8. 

airta, 1914, 20 (ercar). 

airvos, 1912, 74. 

aiwy, 1912, 51. 

dkon, 1927, 36. 

dkovo, 1914, 3, 8, 37. 

dkpiBas, 1912, 77. 

akxupo@, [1917, 7 rik 

ddaoveia, 1927, 32. 

ddevpa, 1918, 13. 

GAnOns : To adnOés, 1912, 73. 

adnO6s, 1928, 13. 

ddteds, 1919, 30. 

adda, 1912, 86; 1915, 16; 
1916, 23; 1917, 19; 1927, 
30. 

@Anrot, 1912, 80, 102; 1919, 
TO, 15, 10. 

Gos, 1912, 26, 57; 1918, 
19; 1914, 16, 21, 23, 62; 
1919, 31; 1928, 14. 

a@\ASrpios, 1912, 95. 

adios, 1928, 7. 

aXoos, 1912, 42. 

apaprave, 1914, 27. 

dpdptnpa, 1914, 28. 

dpapria, 1917, 8 ; 1925, ade 

dpedkew, 1914, 48, 56; 1915, 
36; 1916, 28; 1918, 16. 

dperapeAntos, 1912, 78. 

dperavontos, 1918, 11. 

dppédrepor, 1912, 88, ror. 

av (conj.), 1912, 79. 

_ dvayyé\\w, 1914, 5. 

dvaywooko, 1912, 8; 1917, 


3. 
avayxafw, 1912, 98; 1915, 8, 
22. 
avayxaios, 1912, 6; 1925, 4. 
dvaykaiws, 1916, 16. 
dvaykn, 1918, 8; 1916, 11, 
220,94); LO20, 12. 
dvayvoots, 1912, 2. 
dvayveotns, 1914, 59. 
dvadiéwpt, 1912, 20. 
avadapBave, 1929, 7. 
dvarepme@, 1918, 3. 
dvastaots, 1912, 31, 45. 
avati@nut, 1912, 37. 
dvapepo, 1927, 13. 
dvaxwpntns, 1925, 24. 
avOpids, 1912, 31, 34, 44. 
dverennov, 1915, 8, 
[1916, 12]. 
dvéepxopat, 1927, 58. 
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advev, 1913, 15 (?). 

aynp: Kar’ dvdpa, 1912, 7. 

dvOpwros, 1912, 49 ; 1915, 7; 
1916, 12; 1923, ro. 

dviornut, 1912, 44. 

avri, 1918, 8. 

ayrixatdotaors, 1912, 75. 

dytixpus, 1912, 89. 

avrimados, 1927, 43. 

dao, 1913, 3; 1917, 18, 23. 
dverate, 1912, 103. 

dvoparéw, 1929, 12. 

déidw, 1912, 38; 1915, 30; 
1924, 6; 1926, 5. 

a€twraros, 1917, 14. 

adxvws, 1916, 17. 

dra, 1914, 1, 34, 54, 425, 55 
quater, 59, 63 ; 1917, 2, 5, 
10-12 sacpe, 17 “er, 21 bis, 
26 dts; 1918, 1, 4 der, 5, 
7, 8, 11; [1919, 1, 34]; 
1924, 1, 14; 1925, 2; 
1926, 2 (arma), 28 (do.) ; 
1928, 1, 16. 

dmaitéw, 1915, 21. 

anavraxn, 1929, 6, 10. 

dravrdw, 19138, 6; 1915, 21; 
1923, 15, 18; 1927, 54. 

Gras, 1912, 53, 95; 1924, 6; 
1929, 14. 

anépxopa, 1914, 15, 25, 32, 
34,58; 1917, 13 (anna). 

drn\warexos, 1918, 3. 

amAlktrov, 1914, 44. 

anos, 1912, 79. 

dé, 1918, 2, 10; 1914, 7, 
ALAR 7 GOnOL LOLT, IL ; 
1928, 8,9; 1924, 5. 
é£wGev, 1914, 30. 

amodeivupe : Umatos drodedery- 
peévos, 1912, 15. 

dwodnpuew, 1914, 39, 40, 41, 


ree! 
aro 


47- 
drodidapt, 1912, 51; 1915, 
40; 1917, 16; 1918, 21; 
1920, 28. 
aroxd\uppa, 1926, 10 (-ka- 
Auvp.). 
aroxnpotta, 1927, 33. 
drrodapBdve, [1915, 31]. 
diohav@, 1912, 94 (-Aaovras). 
dnorAnpow, 1918, 12. 
aromAnpecis, 1918, 7. 
amoomda, 1914, 34; 1915, 


27. 

dmoorehAw, 1914, 51, 573 
1916, 38; 1929, 16. 

dmootepew, 1915, 9; 1917, 


1g. 


K 
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ardéato\os, 1915, 14; 1927, 
46. 

anogarikés, 1927, 44. 

dpa, 1912, 72. 

apyuptov, 1915, 20, 26 ; 1916, 
24, 27, 

dpern, 1926, 2. 

dpvéopat, 1912, 36, 41. 

dpraf, 1915, 35; 1916, 18. 

dprd8n, 1914, 51, 57," 58; 
1918, 13 ds. 

aptos, 1914, 50. 

dpxaios, 1912, 67 ; 1918, ro. 

apxn, 1912, 63, 66, 71. 

apxtepevs, 1912, 48, (apyuep.). 
adpxrepeds péyioros, 1912, 14. 

dpxo, 1912, 65. dpxopua, 
1912, 78. 

apxov, 1912, 64; 1915, 18. 

aobevew, 1915, 15. 

dobevas, 1917, 16, 

doxéw, 1926, 9. 

dorad¢opnat,1914, 52,59; 1917, 
26; 1918, 3 dzs, 6, 8,18; 
1926, 23, 25. 

aopadyjs, 1916, 39, 40. 70 
doparés, 1916, 26. 

doynpoovrn, 1915, 24. 

drovarata, 1929, 14. 

*avddéws, 1912, 80 (see note). 

avaiperas, 1918, 11. 

avroxparap, 1912, 12, 14. 

adtés, 1912, 5, 8, 30, 39, 62, 
84, 85, 86, 99; 1913, 5, 
14(?); 1914, passem; 1915, 
LO. 03,19, 10) 24,3079 1, 
345. ( 301s DIGIT 4 er 7 
(By, FOL PAS, VSL (HS, ve 
1917, 3, 12, 18 dzs, 19, 22, 
23; 1919, 20, 22; 1928, 
19 31924, 5 ; 1925, 6, 16, 
22; 1926, 21, 24; 1927, 
8, 39, [57]; 1929, 3. 

agpidpve, 1912, 45. 

ainut, 1914, 49. 

aplorapat, 1912, ror. 

aixpeos, 1927, 3. 

dixpt, 1912, 53 ; 1913, 8, 12; 
1915, 23. 


Baive, 1917, 13. 

Bacwdevs, 1912, 59, 67; 1913, 
4; 1914, 30. 

Baowrikds, 19138, 3. 

Bdehitro, 1927, 34. 

BéBaos, 1912, 54 (BaB.), 58. 
BeBacraros, 1917, 4, 5, 8. 

BeBadw, 1912, 59, 88. 

Bios, 1921, 13. 
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Boadw, 1928, 12. 
BorOea, 1928, 4, 14. 
Bonbéw, 1915, 4, 34; 1928, 


7, 14. 

Bovrevopat, 1912, 63. 

Bovan, 1912, 66. 

BovAopat, 1912, 40, 43, 45, 
59, 57, 61, 77; 1918, 15; 
1914, 10, 34, 41; 1927, 
57, [58]. 


yap, 1912, 32,64 ; 1914, 3, 4, 
6,23, 26,50, 59; 1915, 16; 
1916, 37; 1919, 14; 1923, 
13; 1925, 7, 16 ; 1926, 9, 
11,13 31927, 10, 16, 
24,453; [1928, 6]; 1929, 
Roy One: 

yetrav, 1916, 40 (yerovors). 

yevebrLa, 7, 1912, 30. 

yervaiératos, 1927, 37- 

yevos, 1912, 32. 

yevoua, 1914, 8. 

vyivopat, 1912, 24, 35,57) 723 
1918, 8, 15, (yeyv.?); 1917, 
20(do.), 22,[25?]; 1929, 
16. 

ywooko, 1912, 53; 1914, 2, 
42; 1915, 13; 1917, 8. 

yAvkedala, 1918, 15 (kNoke- 
eas). 

yAvkiraros, 1916, 1; 1923, 
21. 

yrnowos: yynortepos, 1912, 27. 
ynowwraros, 1917, I, 5, 8, 
14. 

youn, 1918, 11. 

yvapipos, 1912, 24 (yvop.). 

ypappara, 1913, 3,19; 1914, 
36; 1915, 11; 1917, 3; 
1925, 5; 1927, 9, 12. 

ypapparvov, 1913, 16. 

ypapn, 1921, 17. 

ypape, 1912, 70; 19138, 19; 
1914, 29, 31, 35; 41; 
1916, 25, 33, 39; 1917, 
a, 6) 17 dis, 20, (234) 

yvpvactapxtkds, 1912, 93. 


davetCouar, 1915, 20. 


Saveorns, 1915, 22, 26; 
1916, 18. 

Seixvut, 1912, 81; 1926, 11; 
1927, 36. 


SetAaivonat, 1914, 24. 

dewds, 1914, 35; 1926, 12. 

Seondrns, 1914, 46; 1917, 
2,6; 1927, 14. 

dedrepor, eis, 1914, 40. 
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d€éxopnat, 1927, 8. 
deo (1), 1914, 19 (Svcayres), 


ani 

d/o (2), 1915, 10. det, 1912, 
71,72. Seopa, 1926, 15 
bis ; 1928, 4. 

$n, 1912, 68. 

dros : S7Aov = dndabdy, 1912, 
21. 

dyAdo, 1912, 71 ; 1915, 12. 

Snpapxexds: Snpapxexns €£ov- 
cias, 1912, 15. 

dia: with acc., 1912, 5, 37; 
1913. 9; 1914, 28, 29, 
49 ; 1915, 10; 1919, 15; 
1927, 30; 1929, 8. with 
gen., 1917, 7, 8, 18, 20, 
23; 1923, 6; 1925, 5; 
1926, 8; 1927, I1, 55; 
1928, 4, 14, 15; 1929, 
15. 

OtaBorsxds, 1917, 14. 

duaBodos, 1923, 9. 

diayo, 1929, 15. 

duadoxos, 19138, 8. 

didGeors, 1919, 8. 

duad7Kn, 1917, 9. 

diakovw, 1912, 88. 

Sudxpiors, 19138, 6. 

dudkwv, 1918, 10; 1914, 44, 


53: 
Scapapripopa, 1912, 82. | 
Stavora, 1927, 15. 
Ovaokenropa, 1912, 71. 
duareA€w, 1929, 5. 
diatpopyn, 1914, 50. 
diahepw: of diadéporres, ‘the 
partizans ’, 1914, 8. 
SiapvdAdoow, 1912, 54; 19238, 
23; 1924, 12; 1929, 19. 
did@pt, 1912, 28, 64; 1915, 
31; 1916, 25, 37; 1927, 
56; 1928, 6('); 1929, 


3) 7: 
dteE€pxopat, 1912, 21. 
dvepyw, 1914, 24. 
dixatos, 1912, 81. 
1929, 9. 
dvovxew, 1913, 13. 
dwrep, 1912, 28, 42, 82. 
didrt, 1927, 32. 
didpos, 1912, 39. 
Soxéw, 1912, 37, 64. 
Sovdeia, 1915, 36; 1916, 17. 
doddos, 1912, 56; 1927, 3, 
II. 
dové, 1914, 9. 
dvvapa, 1912, 5; 1913, 12; 
1914, 5; 1915, 21, 31; 


70 Oik.atov, 


1916, 24 (Svnoare), [39 ke 
1928, 14. 

dvvapis, 1915, 19, 26; 1916, 
23; 1919, 21, 22. 

Suvards : év Tots Suvarois, 1924, 


a. 

dd0, 1912, 34, 90, 91; 1914, 
23; 1918, 13. 

dvomvoia, 1926, 12. 


édv, 1912, 100; 1918, 17; 
1926, 14; 1927, 49. for 
dv, 1915, 30; 1916, 24, 
39; 1929, 8. 

éavrov, 1914, 9; 1915, 23, 
28. 

éaw, 1912, 86; 1914, 21. 

€Bdopos Kat eikds, 1914, 47 
(evd.). 

eyyin, 1916, 42. 

eycopat@, 1927, 20. 

eyo, 1912, 32, 87, 103 ; 1914, 
50; 1917, 18; 1925, 18; 


1927, 10. épe, 19138, 5 ; 
1918, 12. époi, 1912, 22, 
36, 63, 106, nov, 1912, 


32, 52, 58, 68; 19138, 8; 
1917, 7, 9, 18, [20], 22— 
24; 1924, 7; 1925, 14; 
1927, 9, 135 1928)10; 
1929, 13. pr, 1917, 12, 
13 (1. pot), 16, 19 d2s; 
1923, 15 ; 1924, 6; 1925, 
7, 11; 1927, 7,12 ; 1928, 
5 dis. poi, 1912, 20, 21, 
24, 28, 45, 71; 1918, 8; 
1914, 52; 1916, 18 (}. 
ue), 25; 1918, 16; 1923, 
17; |1925, 13]; 1926, 
6. pov, 1912, 32, 37; 
19138, 7, 12 dus, 14; 1914, 
52; 1917, 8; 1928, 12, 
14; 1924, 10; 1925, 
[10], 19, 23, 24 (?); 1926, 
14, 16, 20, 24, 26; 1928, 
5, 133 1020) teaemee 
pets. 

éGéhw, 1912, 102; 1914, 7. 

€Oos, 1912, 86. 

ei, 1912, 43, 56, 69, 71, 73, 
98; 1916, 18, 22, 24, 39; 
1918, 15; 1926, 17; 
1927, 53. «i mn, 1914, 23; 
1928, 14. 

elOnpev, 1914, 51. 

eikds : €Bdopos Kai eix., 1914, 
47.  Gy8oos xai cix., 1914, 
45. Terpas kai eixds, 1914, 
6 («cxage). 


eihuxpuys, 1927, 15. 

cit, 1912, 26, 29, 50, 57, 
Go) O15, 037 315 LOLs) 3) 
1914, 4, 16, 21, 23, 28, 
35> 42; 46, 48, 53, 593 
1916, 11; 1917, 9 (nopaw); 
1919, 15, 18 (eeOa for 
ijueOa ?), 21 brs; 1923, 15; 
[1925, 202]; 1927, 47, 
50, 54; 1928, 13; 1929, 
G17, [13] 

etrep, 1912, 72. 

eimov, See under Aeyo. 

eipnyn, 1917, 4; 1928, 22. 
KXavdiavn Eipnyn S<Bacrn, 
1912, 35. 

eis, 1918, 14 ds, 15. 

cis, 1912, 3, 21, 33, 81; 
1913, 7, 12 (?) ; 1914, 50, 
58; 1915, 30, 36; 1916, 
a7 LOL7, 12, 13; 16,18, 
23; 1928, 5; 1929, 14. 
eis Sevrepov, 1914, 40. «is 
for ev, 1914, 48. 

eloaxovo, 1928, 12. 

eioBodn, 1912, 45. 

eiomparra, 1915, 19. 

ex, 1912, 22, 24, 75, 84, 97 
99 ; 1913, 11; 1914, 4; 
1915, 19; 1917, 4 (exé); 

® 1925, 11,[{12]. ¢y, 1912, 
56. 

exasraxov, 1912, 31. 

exacros, 1912, 7 ; 1925, 8. 

exdrepot, 1919, 16. 


éxBaivw, 1914, 13 (eyf.); 
1917, 13. 

exBaddow, 1914, 14, 15 (ey@.), 
19 (do.). 


exBaors, 1918, 7. 

éxBiago, 1912, 80 (eyB.). 

exel, 1914, 16; 1917, 13. 

exevos, 1914, 3, 6, 13, 28; 
1915, 27. 

éxhéyo, 1918, 14. 

éxovoiws, 1913, 11. 

exméurr@, 1912, gt. 

expimra (?), 1917, 
note). 

exriOnpu, 1912, 6. 

exrés, 1914, 19. 

édaov, 1928, 6. 

eequov, 1917, 20 dis, 22, 
25. 

edmis, 1915, 9; 1928, 15. 

euavtov, 1912, 77. 

euBdddAopa, 1914, 39. 

éuds, 1912, 24, 39, 33) 44, 
48, 54, 70, 105, 108; 


19 (see 
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1913, 8, 12; 1915, 33. 
ovpos, 1912, 26. 

eupuros, 1916, 31. 

ev, 1912, 90, 95; 1913, 3; 
1914, passim; 1915, 2, 
15, 16, 18; 1916, 7, 11, 
15; 1917, 2, 3, 9,12, 15, 
16 zer, 19; 1918, 3, 18; 
1919; (3), 14, 19, £7718, 
19, 29; 1923, 4, 12; 
1924, 6, 7, 10; 1925, 2, 
22a O26 AiO, L719, 
2a OZ 4uOUS 1 TOLES Oy 
(On GAN RASS 08 Mabe Wey 
1929, 2, 4, 9, 23. for eis, 
1914, 16, 18, 21; 1915, 


ey 
évatos, 1914, to. 
evdeixvupt, 1924, 8. 
pa, 1916, 31. 
evexev, 1914, 57, 58. 
evoy\ew, 1915, 18. 
evravdéa, 1914, 2. 
evréhho, 1914, 20. éevréAAopat, 
1917, 24. © 
evtohn, 1924, 3. 
evtpéra, 1927, 52. 
evartov, 1927, 8. 
efayopato, 1927, 45- 
eEaiperos, 1912, 51 (e&ep.). 
e€aiperos, 1912, 24 (céep.), 


evoeiKvu- 


eda (= eéaipyns), 1914, 3. ° 


e€eyeipw, 1912, 100. 

eEeheyyo, 1912, 77. 

e&€pxoua, 1918, 15. 

e€ovoia: Snuapxukns ¢€Eovcias, 
1912, 15. 

eo, 1914, 15, 30, 36, Si 
bts, 50. 

eEwbev : amd eEwbev, 1914, 30. 

enayopuat, 1912, 96. 

emawéo, 1927, 35 (emev.). 

émaipo, 1917, 6 (ed.), 18 
(do.). 

emav, 1914, 51. 

erdveo, 1926, 14, 24. 

émamewcopa, 1914, 20, 

emapyos, 1912, 59. 

emei, 192'7, 50. 


emelyo, 1928, 5. emetyopar, 
1913, 7. 

ered}, 1912, 2; 1914, 30, 
35, 49; 1915, 5, 34; 
1916, 27, 28; 1920, 9 
(emeste). 


ere&épxopar, 1912, 99. 
erepordo, 1918, 17. 
emi: with acc., 1914, 15, 38; 
TO1O. 2035 19295 29.5 
K 2 
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1928, 9; 1929, 19. emi 
médv, 1915, 17. with gen., 
1912,, 37, 67 d2s,.. 87 ; 
1913, 9; 1924, 8 dzs. 
with dat., 1912, 55 ;1914, 
35, 47; 1927, 36. 

eriBovdia, 1923, 9. 

ertOupéw, 192'7, 38. 

emtkadéouar, 1928, 12, 

emtkeywat, 1925, 12. 

emEevow, 1914, 16, 

emokerrouat, 1914, 26. 

érioxonos, 1918, 4; 1914, 7, 
8, 27, 42, 47, 49. 

emiotaipw, 1912, 92. 

emtoTnun, L925, I. 

entatohn, 1912, 4, 7; 1915, 
29; 1920, 15. 

ematéAuov, 1927, 56. 

emiteiva, 1915, 209. 

emitiOnur, 1915, ro. 

enirpero, 1912, 30, 43 ; 1914, 
25; 1927, 40. 

émitporos, 1912, 44. 

émpépo, (19138, 17]. 

€mos: ws eros cineiv, 1915, 8. 

émra, 1914, 47. 

emavupos, 1912, 38 (emovupais). 

epyo, 1914, 16. 

epxouar, 1914, 4, 7, 9, Io, 
13, 30, 35, 38; 1918, 18; 
1927, 51. 

€raipos, 1912, 105 (erep.), 
108 (do.). 

érepos, 1912, 38; 1918, 5, 
10 (?). 

ért, 1912, 82; 1925, 7 (?). 

eros, 1912, 11. 

<0, 1912, 22 ; [1929, 9?]. 

evdoxéo, 1918, 11, 21 (?). 

evepyerikatartos, 1912, 3. 

evnOns, 1912, 40. 

evdupéopat, 1927, 10, 

evdvrm, 1912, 64. 

evkaipéw, 1925, 3. 

edkAeéoratos, 1927, 30. 

evAaBera, 1925, 5. 

evAoynpevos, 1917, 10; 1928, 
2. 


evvora, 1912, Io, 22. 

etpioxa, 1914, 13 zs, 30, 51; 
1916, 22; 1917, 7,.42. 

evoeBeta, 1912, 33. 

edoeBys, 1912, 23. 
taros, 1913, 4. 

evorrAayxvia, 1916, 31. 

evppacia, 1927, 19, 21. 

evxapioréw, 1914, 46. 

evxn, 1923, 7,13; 1924, Io ; 


evoeBeo= 
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1926, 8 ; 1927, 13 ; 1928, 
4,15; 1929, 7. 

evyouat, 1916, 30; 1917, 2, 
[24]; 1919, 4, 12; 1921, 
30; 19238, 19 ; 1924, 11; 
1925, 5, 10, 22; 1926, 
14, 24, 26; 1928, 3, 9, 
10. 

épnBebo, 1912, 53, 57. 

epurmos, 1912, 44. 

epddios, 1927, 50. 

eyo, 1912, 11, 23, 67, 68, 
90; 1914, 12, 37, 
1916, 18; 1918, 16; 
1919, 6, 18; 1928, 8. 
arovetara ¢yo, ‘T1929, 14}. 
ed €xa, [1929, 9? |. 

ews, 1917, 13; 1928, 8. 


(aw, 1912, to2. 


7, 1912, 93, 96; 1927, 57. 

nyepovia, 1912, 54. 

nyepov, 1912, 58, 81. 

nyéouat, 1912, 6 ; 1925, 4. 

noeas, 1912, 28. 

HOouat, 1929, 15. 

ko, 1926, 17 (cca), 19 (ecxa). 

jrduos, 1914, 16; 1917, 7 
(r.). 

jets, 1912, 9, 21 ; 1914, 5(?), 
25, 29, 49; 1915, 4, 5, 
9, 10, 17, 32; 1916, 20, 
21,,.23; 1917, 3; 1919, 
Tipe iti DY Ci PRG, BXo}h 
1923, 16; 1924, 11; 
1925, 14(?); 1927, 35, 
52, 54; 1928, 3, 14; 
1929, 4 dzs, 6, 7, Io, 11, 
17/20, 

7pépa, 1912, 39; 1914, 6, 
28, 59; 1927, 47. 
kat nepas, 1917, 15. 

jpetepos, 1912, 75; 1918, 9; 
1929, 18. 1d npérepor, 
1929, 9. 

juice, 7, 1915, 25. 

jooov, 1912, 57. 


VUKTOS 


Gddacoa, 1914, 39. 

Gavpdfo, 1912, 9. 

Gedouat, 1927, 49. 

Gcios, 19138, 3; 1915, 4 ;1929, 
19. 

OeAnua, 1927, 53. 

Géko, 1914, 2; 1916, 10; 
1917, 8; 1918, 17. 

eds, 1912, 9, 50, 59, 60, 62, 
86, 87; 1914, 2, 12, 36, 


47> | 


INDEX OF WORDS 


A465 VOLT) 1, 95/4516 ver, 
7, LO, V4, 1h Os) Lo) G75, 
21-23, -25; LOLS 17; 
1919, 4, 13, 19; 1921, 
3°; 1923, 5, 14, 22; 
1924, 12; 1925, 2, 11; 
1926, 15; 1927, 6, 41, 
54; 1928, 1, 16; 1929, 
2,3, 23. odv ed, 1919, 9. 

MeoréBea, 1924, 4; 1925, 3, 
07); F929) 9: 

OcooeBEécraros, 19238, 1; 1928, 
II. 

Geopidys, 1928, 2 ; 

Gcparrevdo, 19217, 43. 

ArAiBo, 1914, 24 ; 1916, 20. 

Prive, 1914, 42 ; 1928, 12, 
ity. 

Openrés, 1925, 15. 

Opnokeia, 1912, 85. 

Opnokevo, 1926, Io. 

Ovydrnp, 1926, 20(?), 28. 


1927, 2. 


taois, 1926, 7, 9, 14. 

idtos, 1927, 59. 

idov, 1918, 12. 

Spvo, 1912, 34 (vdpocacba). 


iepds: Ta iepd, 1912, 50. 
ieporaros, 1912, 2. 

ixavs, 1927, 40. 

itapérns, 1917, 4. 

iudrvov, 1915, 23. 

iva, 1912, 7, 25, 82; 1914, 


32, 41, 49, 50, 58; 1915, 
13, 31; 1916, 13, 26 dzs, 
34, 36; 1917, 3, 12, 16, 
18, 21 dts, 23; 1924, 7, 
8; 1925, 10,[11]; 1926, 
6. 


torn, 1912, 48. 
ias, 1912, 40 (woes), 


kayo, 1927, 10. 

cad, 1912, 61. 

kadrep, 1912, 99, 104. 

kaOapiopos, 1918, 6. 

xadiornut, 1918, 8; 1916, 35. 
kabiorapa, 1912, 74. 

kaos, 1923, 17. 

katvds, 1912, 68. 

kaworopuia, 1918, 14. 

kairep, 1912, 29, "4. 

katpds, 1927, 42, 443 1928, 


3. 
kak@s, 1912, 64. 
kakéw, 1912, 46; 1918, 3 ; 
1917, 22; 1919) 14,732. 
kadés, 1929, 16. 
kad@s, 1912, 63. 


4 
| Kata: 


kdparos, 1914, 29, 


| xav, 1919, 18. 


capdia, 1914, 12; 


22. 


1917, 19, 


kaprdopat, 1912, 94. 

kaprdés, 1921, 14. 

with acc., 1912, 7, 42, 
49, 72; 1918, 14; 1914, 
20, 24; 1916, 6; 1917, 
21, 243 1918) 6, 10; 
1919, 24 ; 1925, 8; 1927, 


42. with gen., 1912, 78, 
80; 1914, 36. kata, 
1922, 3. 


caraBadho, 1912, 69. 
karadeikvupt, 1912, 41. 
caraxérro, 1914, 14. 
catadapBave, 1928, 5. 
cardéwos, 1917, 7 (?). 
cara&ido, 1925, 7, 10; 1927, 


7. 

kataravo, 1912, 79. 
karatAé@, 1912, 97. 
katackevn, 1912, 48. 
karaoraots, 19138, 16. 
karéxo, 1914, 35. 
karouxew, 1912, QI ; 
kato, 1914, 42. 

ké for cai, 1926, 16, 17. 


1916, 16. 


| keXevo, 1912, 89 ; 1918, 4, 


8; 1914, 18 ; 1924, 9. 


| xéAAn, 1914, 12. 
_ xevddogos, 1927, 33. 


Kepadawoy, 76, 1916, 43. 

Knmoddyxavoy, 1917, 13. 

knputr@, 1927, 45. 

xwwduveva, 1914, 14, 

kAnpd, 1912, 62. 

kAnpords, 1912, 61. 

kvidiov, 1918, 14, 15. 

kowds, 1912, 99. 

kout0n, 1915, 28. 

komitaros, 1914, 31 (Kkow6d.). 

Koupevrapnotos, 1914, 4. 

koopéew, 1926, 2. 

koopytikds, 1912, 93. 

koopukds, 1915, 16. 

kédopos, 1912, 40; 1927, 32. 

kpeitrav, 1928, 3. 

kpive, 1912, 51. 

kpunt@, 1914, 12. 

kipios : adj., 1918, 16. title, 
[1919, 1]; 1928; 255 
1925, 18,23. God,1915, 
2; 1917, 15; 1927, 50; 
1928, 14. x. 6eds, 1917, 2, 
3, 6,- 145 LOLS aeemep 
xupia, 1916, 7; 1918, 35 
[1919, 3]; 1925, 22. & 


k. Oe, 1921, 30 ; 19238, 4 ; 
1926, 2; 1929; 2, 23. 
ev x. Xpior@, 1919, 15; 
1928, 9. 

kopn, 1918, 2. 


AapBave, 1912, 52,98; 1914, 
18; 1916, 42 (edaBa) ; 
1926, 7, 8, 14. 

Aaptpds: Aapmpdraros, 1918, 
I 


AcBirwv, 1920, 11 ; 1922, 5 
(Nefrtoy), rt (do.). 

eyo, 1912, 1, 67 ; 1914, 27; 
1915, 14. «troy, 1912, 
26, 74; 1915, 8; 1918, 
17 ; 1923, 17. 

Aevrioy (NemnTe), 1922, 5, 
14 (?). 

Adyos, 1915, 4. 

Aourds ; Tod Aowrov, 1912, g1. 

Avpaivo, 1912, 86 (dowev.). 


pakdpios, 1915, 9, 14; 1917, 
26; 1919, 25; 1921, 4. 
pakaptoraros, 1917, 1, 8; 
1921, 30. 

pdkeddrov, 1914, 43. 

paxpoOvpia, 1917, 5. 

praxpéOupos, 1917, 25. 

pakpés : paxpavy civa, 1919, 
18. 


padtora, 1912, 76; 1915, 4, | 


34; 1918, 12 (pada.); 
1919, 9 (do.), 29 (do.); 
1929, 11. 
padrdov, 1912, 73 5 1927, 35. 
pavOdve, 1916, 26 (see note). 
paptupew, 1912, 105; 1919, 
29. 
pdprus, 1912, 26. 
peyadavxia, 1927, 34. 
peyadedrns, 1912, 8. 
peyados, 1914, 29. 
peyas, 1914, 60; 1916, 11; 


1919, 22; 1926, 11. ra 
peyada, adv., 1924, 9. 
peyoros, 1912, 15, 


1914, 44; [1929, 13]. 

peiCov, 1912, 97. 

perew: Oe@ pepednpuevos, 1917, 
I, 4,6, 10, 15, 23. 

MeNurtavoi, oi, 1914, 20. 

pedro, 1927, 10. 

pev, 1912, 23, 29, 35, 46, 66, 
74, 82, 94; 1918, 13; 
1914, 46; 1916, 8; 1917, 
2; 1918, 2; [1919, 4]; 
1923, 6 ;1927,5; 1928, 3. 


265 | 


| povos, 1912, 50. 


INDEX OF WORDS 


peva, 1917, 12, 13. 

péptuva, 1929, 16. 

pepos, 1914, 43; 1917, 18, 
Wy. 

pera: with acc., 1914, 5; 
1923, 13. pera 7rd with 
inf., 1914, 15. with gen., 
1912, 101; 1914, 5, 8, 9, 
33, 53> 61, 62; 1917, 3, 
4 ler, 9, [14], 22, 23; 
25 (?); 1919, 27. 

peraBdd\dAw, 1912, 81. 

perameuropar, 1924, 4. 

perpew, 1916, 25. 

peérpios: perpiotepos, 1912, 

65. 

nexpes, 1914, 39, 44. B. TOU 
with inf., 1914, £7. 

un, 1912, 56, 79, 92; 98; 
1913, 19; 1914, 13, 22, 
23, 41, 48, 56; 1915, 15, 
Pee Opel OUT sean O7S) ; 
1918, 16; 1927, 58; 
1928, 14. pn more, 1927, 
51. 

pnde, 1912, 90, 92, 96. 

pydeis, 1912, 85, 89; 1913, 
14. 

pnxotos, 1928, 23; 1929, 
19 


| pny, 1912, 13; 1914, 6, 45. 


pyres, 1914, 49. 

pytnp, 1929, 12 des, 17. 
puxpds, 1914, Go. 

ppeopar, 1927, 38. 
pysynokopat, 1919, 15 ; 1926, 


16, 21; 1929; 4, 20. 
peprnpa, 1915, 13; 1924, 
3,9; 1929, 4. 


punpetov, 1912, 33. 

ponun, 1929, ro. 

prnpovevo, 1923, 12. 

poyes, 1915, 25. 

povdptos, 1914, 19. 

povaxds, 1918, 2 (povox.), 9 
(do.), 10 (do.), 15 (do.); 
1914, 20, 23; 1925, 25. 

poovn, 1913, 2, 9, 13-15; 
1914, 16, 21; 1917, 12, 
21, 24; 1925, 25(?). 

ov pdvon, 


1915, 15; 1917, 17. 


vads, 1912, 48, 60, 

véos: Néos SeBacrds, month, 
1912, 13. 

veoxdpos, 1912, 60. 

vntvos, 1915, 28. 

vycos, 1917, 9. 
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vopifo, 1912, 85. 

vopds, 1912, 42 ; 1918, 2. 

véoos, 1912, 100 ; 1926, 12; 
1928, 5; 1929, 15. 

viv, 1912, 69, 82, 106; 1914, 
39; 1917, 13; 1923, 11; 
1928, 4, 13. 

we, 1914, 3, 26, 24. 
kal npepas, 1917, 15. 


VUKTOS 


€ ¢ 


6: € for ai, 1914, 46. 
ai, 1914, 59. & for oi, 
1912, 20, 61, 64. 6 for és, 
1914, 3; 1918, 17. roo 
with inf. for subordinate 
clause, 1914, 59; 1927, 


7 for 


dySoos kal eixds, 1914, 45. 

dykos, 1915, 20. 

66ev, 1915, 10, 29. 

oida, 1912, 22, 68; [1918, 
20]; 1916, 37 ;1918, 10; 


1923, 6; 1929, to. 
iaive = cidévac for ideiv, 
1917, 7. 

otkeios, 1912, 104. 1d ol- 


ketov, 1912, 94. 
oikéw, 1912, 84. 
1912, 100. 
oikia, 1914, 3, 5, 23. 
oikovowew, 1913, 13. 
oikovdos, 1918, 14. 
otkos, 1912, 25, 333; 1926, 
25; 1929, 18. 
oixtippov, 1917, 20 brs. 
oivdopat, 1914, Lo. 
oivorpdrns, 1915, 17. 
oios, 1912, 81 (vor). 
dxvéw, 1916, 21. 
dr€Optos, 1912, 79. 
drlyo, 1914, 52. 
OdokavTopa, 1917, 16. 
ddoKAnpia, 1917, 3. 
ddos, 1917, 19, 23; 1926, 
25. 
opoyynotos, 1918, 11. 
dpowoTns, 1913, 14. 
oporoyew, 1918, 17. 
bporoyytis, 1920, 28. 


es > , 
7 olKoUpEvn, 


| dudvota, 1913, 11. 


dpos, 1912, 76, 

dvoua: eis ovowa, 1928, 5. 
kar’ dvopa, 1916, 6; 1918, 
6, 10; 1919, 24. 

oricw, 1914, 49. 

érov, 1928, 13. 

dros, 1917, 6, 7; 1928, 11 ; 
1927, 7. 

dpdw, 1912, 32; 1916, 28. 
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épyn, 1912, 78, 80, 81. 

épos, 1913, ay 

8s, 1912, 22, 25, 30, 38, 40, 
45, 52, 60, 64, 72, 87 
(us), 89, 92, 97, 106; 
1918, 9; 1914, 26, 285, 
47; 1915, 30; 1916, 25; 
1917, 19; 1928, 13. 

éoos, 1912, 58. 

éorep, 1912, 69, 87. 

éorts, 1912, 66; 1915, 27. 

drav, 1927, 11. 

ére, 1917, 9,-13. 

ért, 1912, 33, 67, 79; 1914, 
20, 25, 27 b25, 31, 37, 46; 
1915, 35; 1916, 11, 17, 
20, 37; 1917, 9, 25; 
1919, 9, 18; 1923, 6; 
1926, 14; 1927, 16, 36, 
49, 47, 53, 57 5 1929, 10, 
15. 


ovv, 1914, 8, 11, 24, 25, 32, | 
34, 36-38, 48, 51, 56; | 


1915, 5, 36; 1916, 16, 
31; 1917, 5, 8, 14, 21; 


1918;)-10;. 1919, 12; 
1927, 35, 53, 56; 1929, 
0) 1er/3. 


ovpdvios, 1915, 32. 

ovpavés, 1916, 15. 

ovre, 1912, 49 1928, 13 des. 

obros, 1912, 42, 72, 80, For ; 
1914, 15, 23, 37; 1915, 
II, 12, 16, 20, 25; 1916, 
TO, Ose Tied eel Olive 
bis, 173 1919, 12,, 16, 
17, 32; 1924, 8; 1927, 
10; [1928, 4]; 1929, 5, 
[15]. ek Tovrov, 1915, 20. 

ovrooi, 1915, 29. 

ovrws, 1912, 53 ; 1916, 20; 
1917520, 29 e1O26ass 
r3. 

sia, 1914, 17, 

dys, 1925, 6. 


mawdiov, 1914, 56, 60. 
madw, 1912, 78; 1914, 15, 


40. 

fait (?), 1921, 11. 

mavdytos, 1916, 1 (?). 

Maso’ (?), 1922, 11. 

mavraxn, 1913, 17. 

mavrn, 1912, 33. 

mavrokparop, 1929, 3. 

mavv, 1912, 63; 1914, 24, 
38; 1915, 34; 1916, 16, 
20; [1927, 53?]. 

maras, 1914, 25. 


2 <2) 
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mapd: with acc., 1915, 19; 
1926, 18. with gen.,1912, 
52; 1914, 63; 1915, 31, 
40; 1916, 42; 1918, 22; 
1920, 28: 1921, 32; 
1924, 7; 1925, 14 dz; 
1926, 28 ; 1927, 9 ;1928, 
3; [1929, 7]. with dat., 
1912, 22, 39, 106; 1916, 
$6, FOR, 20172 7s Onis 
1925, 20; 1926, 7 ;1928, 
1,26; 


| mapayyé\Aw, 1914, 22. mapay- 


yéhAopa, 1915, 4. 
mapadidam, 1916, 22; 1917, 
12. 
mapatréoua, 1912, 49 (mape- 


Toupe). 


| mapakahéw, 1917, 15; 1928, 


11; 1924, 9; 1925, 9; 
1926, 5; 1927,5; 1928, 
4; 1929, 6. 

napapeva, 1929, 4. 

mapanintw, 1915, 3, 6; 1916, 
29. 

mapanrapa, 1917, 14. 

maparvyxavw, 1912, 4. 

mapeut, 1918, 9,20 (? — ma- 
pnp). 

mapenBokn, 1914, 8, 10 Jus, 
TE2, Un 7 eee ese OF 

mapéxo, 1914, 29. 

mapinut, 1912, 26, 42. 

mapowvéeopat, 1914, 27. 

mapovaia, 1918, 8, 12. 

mas, 1912, 4, 51, 56, 58, 98, 
106; 1913, 13 (?); 1914, 
52, Ot LOL, on. .ee, 
28,37; 1916, 4, 5, 34; 
1917, 2, 14, 15 (?), 21, 27; 
L918, Ss art Tor LOLS. 
[4], 6, 13, 24, 25, 27, 29; 
1928, 8, 9; 1924, 8; 
1925, 19 ; 1926, 2; 1927, 
5; 1929, 17. 

macxo, 1914, 3; 1915, 7 ; 
1916, rr. 


| maryp, 1914, 52, 57; 1915, 


S2CwL OLS Bie teeoal. 
31; 1928, 3, 21, 25; 
1924, 1,13, 14; 1926, 5, 
27, 28; 1927, 6; 1928, 
Itt, LOG LO2O eet. 
22) Gods LOL Tmo .bzs. 


| marpixwos, 1918, 1. 


marptoTns, 1916, 32. 
marpis, 1915, 18. 
matpov, 1916, 9. 
mavo, 1914, 46. 


TO; | 


Tlayov, 1914, 6, 45. 

mei8w, 1916, 27 ; [1929, ro}. 

metpatw, 1917, 12. 

metpatnpiov, 1928, 8. 

neuro, 1914, 26; 1918, 12, 
16. 

mevrakdotol, 1916, 42. 

mévre, 1914, 16 (evry). 

mepi: with ace., 1912, 23, 
24, 45, 46, 47 b7s, 107; 
1914, 49; 1915, 5; 1927, 
61. with gen.,1912, 20, 
52, 66; 1918, 6, 13(?), 
15(?); 1916, ro, 20, 25; 
1917, 9, 22, 24 dis 1918, 
It, 17; 1919, 13; 19238, 
17; 1927, 60; 1929, 13. 

Treptepyacoua, 1912, go. 

Tepikeruat, 1926, 12. 

meptovaia, 1912, 95. 

mepirorew, 1915, 26 (mepw.). 

Tepirtvcoopa, 1925, 6. 

mepioxerrago, 1915, 24. 

mepiorao.s, 1915, 6. 

muafo, 1914, 11, 16, 35. 

mimpacko, 1915, 25. 

norevo, 1921, 15, 18; 1926, 
8,13 dis TOD Tease 
53; 1928, 7; 1929, 14. 

miorts, 1915, 15; 1919, 19; 
1921, 8. 

mhetotos, 1916, 27. mAciora 
xaipew, 1918, 2; 1919, 3. 

mew, 1912, 89 (wAnar). 

meov, 1928, 4. 

mrnyn, 1914, 46. 

m\7nO0s, 1912, 5; 1918, 7 (?). 

mdnv, 1912, 56. : 

mnpd, 1917, 1, 5; 1927, 59. 

mAotov, 1914, 41. 

mvevpa, 1925, 8; 1926, 18. 
€v mvevpatt, 1927, 4, 61. 
mvevpa dyov, 1917, 1, 4,5, 
10, 15, 17) 2e0 

mobewdraros, 1925, 1, 23. 

mow, 1912, 32; 1914, 24, 
28 b7s, 36, 47, 57; 1916, 
335 LOTT, 
L919; “ro; aer 
53(?); 1928, 6; [1929, 
ro].  movéopa, 1912, 103 
(rono.), 106; 19137; 
1914, 14; 1916, 9. 

| motos, 1914, 20, 42. 

morepos, 1912, 74. 

modus, 1912, 3, 4, 10, 16, 21, 
55; 84, 90, 95, 103. 

moNreia, 1912, 55; 1927, 31, 


39: 


modurikds, L912, 62. 

mo\Aax@s, 1914, 38. 

modvs, 1912, 20, 22, 24, 75, 
84; 1918, 5, [10]; 1916, 
27, 37; 1923, 20; 1925, 
BaD 1928, 9; 1929, 4. 
emt modu, 1915, 17. ‘mod, 
adv., 1918, 3; 1919, 24 ; 
1926, 23; 1929, 18. 

ropmevo, 1912, 38. 

movnpos, 1927, 47. 

more, 1912, 66, 92;1915, 17 ; 
1927, 51. 

mérepos, 1912, 74. 

rovs, 1926, 18, 19. 

mpaypa, 1912, 69, 70; 1918, 
13; 1914, 3; 1923, 18. 

mpaéws, 1912, 83. 

mpaimdottos, 1914, 17, 18, 26. 

mpagis, 1915, 12, 16. 

mpadtns, 1912, ror. 

mpatto, 1912, 92; 
HpLOLO 22) 

mpeoBeia, 1912, gt. 

mpeoBus, 1912, 20, 75. 


1914, 2, 


mpeoBurepos, 1918, 2, 5, 9; 
1914, 1, 43; 1915, 40; 
1916, 2; 1917, 11. 

mpd, 1912, 58, 68; 1917, 2; 
918, 2; [1919, 4]; 
1927, 5. 


mpoyovos, 1912, to4. 

mpoypapa, 1918, 7. 

mpoeipnuar, 1912, 30. 

mpoepxouar, 1914, 17. (mpoep- 
Ow). 


_ Tpocatas, 6, 1918, 2, 15 (?). 
mpobvpos, 1927, 14. 
mpoxetat, 1913, 18 dvs. 
mpoxnpioow, 1919, 29. 
mpovoew, 1913, 13. 


mpdvora, 1912,* 103, 105; 
1929, 19. 

mpoodevo, 1919, 11. 

mpés: with acc., 1912, 10, 


21,20, 73,85, 102; 1918, 
6,7; 1914, 4, 7, 25, 34; 
ice OLO wm bk 2 Uy) 2105 
OUT patO ne HOs O75, 20) 2/2) 
1918, 18; 1923, 15, 19; 
1925, 3 ; 1926, 19; 1927, 
14; 1928,5; 1929, 17. 
TO mpos wpwi, 1914, 18. 
abs., suas kat mpds, 1918, 
14. 

mpocayopevo, 1912, 27, 79; 
1919, 23, 25, 27; 1925, 
4, 8(?); 18; 1926, 19; 
1927, 3; 1929, 18. 
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mpoadexouat, 1912, 28 ; 1927, 
I2. 
mpoodokaw, 1928, 15. | 
mpocetnov, 1925, 13, 14. 
mpooevxy, 1917, 8; 1921, 20; | 
1926, 17, 21; 1929, 5,9. 
mpoonyopia, 1919, 23. 
mpoonkoy, 1919, 14. 
mpooieuat, 1912, 41, 96. 
mpookuvew, 1929, 18. 
Tpoakvynors, 1916, 8. 
mpooAurapew, 1912, 36, 
mpoondcxo, 1929, 13. | 
mpoapépopat, 1912, 65, 83. | 
mpérepov, 1912, 89, 92. 
mporirns, 1928, ue. 

Tpal: To mpos mpwt, 1914, 18. | 
mpotos: mpatov, 1912, 69; | 
1916, 8 ; 1927, 55. mpéra 

as ady., 1912, 29. 
mukvotépas, 1929, 6. 
mvAn, 1914, 15. 
mohéw, 1915, 25. 


| 


pddvos, 1912, 29. 

pvopa, 1925, 11. 

povvupe: eppwcbe, 1912, 109. 
éppaca, 1916, 30 ; 1921, 
30; 1923, 19; 1925, 22; 
1926, 26; 1928, 8. éppo- 
pevos, 1924, 10; 1929, 19. 


capes, 1912, 68. 
aeBaords, 1912, 29. KAavdia- 
v1 Eipnyy SeBacrn, 1912, 


35. Néos S<Baords, month, 
1912, 13. See also In- 
Glee 


cepvoratos, 1927, 31. 

onpelow, 1918, 18. 

olyva, 1914, 18. 

citos, 1914, 51, 57, 58. 

oxevos, 1914, 39, 40. 

oxpiBas, 1914, 18. 

ads, 1924, 3; 1926, 8; 1928, | 
25,1929) 3) 5 bes. 

onovdato, 1912, 25 bis, 34, 
S2ie 19162) [23 2). 16. 
omovddfoua, 1917, 20. 

omovdatos, 1917, ro. 


omovdn, 1917, 14, 22, 23, 
25(?); 1918, 10; 1924, 
1, 

ordo.s, 1912, 73. 

oravpos, 1917, 6, 19. 

arapirwv, 1918, 14 (ora- 
poud.). 


atepvov, 1919, 18. 


oropyn, 1916, 32. 
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otpatiarns, 1914, 9, 11, 26; 
1916, 42. 

ov, 1923, 15. c€, 1916, 30(?), 
33 (1. col) ; 1917, (a AOE 
1919) 23, 25, 27; 1923, 
19, 23; 1924, 10; 1925, 
6-8, 22; 1926, 5, 23,25, 
26 ; 1927, 4, 9, 61; 1928, 
4, 8; 1929, 18,19. oi, 
1915, 33 ; 1917, 6 ; 1918, 
ir; 1919, 135 1923, 47, 
13; 1924, 10; 1925, 4, 
5, 10,17, 21; 1926, 16, 
LOW LO G2 LOZ 20%030) 
49, 60; 1928, 4; 1929, 
8, [9]. gol, 1917, a 5» 
ay; ,1918\93 (vce), 12, 
175 1919, 25) 26, "98: 
1926, 16; 1927, 41, #4, 


[56], 62; - 1929, 16. See 
pels, 

ovykrelw, 1914, 10, 17, 22, 
43-45. 

ovyxptords, 1919, (cuv- 
xpnor.). 

ovyxXwpéw, 1912, 32, 46. 


cukoparria, 1914, 35. 

ovAdéeyw, 1916, 24, [39 |. 

oupBdaddropa, 1915, 13, 30. 

TvpBLos, 1926, 23. 

oupBonbew, 1916, 1g. 

ovpTouredo, 1912, 39. 

cuptovew, 1919, 7. 

ouppepa, 1912, 69. 

ouudopd, 1915, 3. 

avy, 1918, 5; 1917, 27; 1918, 
5,19; 1919, 5, 9,21, 24, 
26 dis, 28; 1927, 62. 

ovvayw, 1912, 72; 1913, 9 

cuvaptOuew, 1919, 31. 

ovvexo, 1914, 38; 1919, 22. 

ouvexas, 1928, 10. 

cuynOns, 1912, 66. 

ovvicrapa, 1912, 71. 

ouvtretva, 1925, 3. 


| spodpas, 1916, 20. 


ohpayifw, 1916, 41. 
colo, 1923, 7. 
oGpa, 1926, 17 
soTnp, 1919, 20 
1929, 15. 
carnpia, 1919, 21 ; 


s 1927; 6; 
19238, 14. 


Tadatrepos, 1917, 7. 

tddavrov, 1914, 51; 1916, 43. 

Tapuevo, 1912, 22. rapsevopat, 
1912, 77. 

renee 1917, 7. 


tapayy, 1912, 73. 
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raya, 1918, 17 (?); 1927, 41. 

tdxos: ev raxet, 1918, 18. 

Te, 1912, 8, 32, 43> 58, 71 
(rat) ; 1918, 5. 

ré for 6é, 1912, 31, 42, 72. 

rexvov, 1915, 28, 35 ; 1916, 
14. 

Tedevtaios, 1912, 25. 

téooapes, 1914, 13. 

TeTpaTr@dos ; TeTpam@dor, 
1912, 45. 

tetpas kal eixds, 1914, 6. 

Tnpew, 1914, -5o. 

ruin, 1912, 28, 41; 1922, 20. 

tiios: ta Timea, 1912, 55. 
Tyuararos, 1912, 36; 1917, 
2 LOLS, teelO26.ea 65 
27 MOTs wo aden ls 
1929, 1, 19, 21 

tis, 1912, 56, 100; 1913, 4; 
1914, 4, 11 ; 1916, 12, 22, 
24, 39; 1918, 15; 1928, 
14. 

tovoutos, 1912, 29, 50; 1918, 
7; 1916, 29. 

toxos, 1916, 43. 

roémos, 1914, 24. 

togovtos, 1912, 40. 

tpeis, 1914, 37. 

tperns, 1912, 63. 

Tpirpakaptos, 1927, 40. 

tpiros, 1912, 47. 

tpémos, 1912, 30, 38, 72; 


\ 
TO 


61; 


22 


9 24s 


1912, 99; 1915, 37; 
1916, 35. 
tuyxave, 1915, 6, 17; 1925, 


17. 

tumos, 1917, 6 (rorws), 19 
(do.). 

roy for rév, 1912, 107. 


UBpige, 1914, 19, 26, 28. 

vytaiva, 1929, 6. 

vyiea, 1919, 16; 1928, 8. 

vids, 1914, 33, 48; 1915, 
32; 1917, 11; 1929, 16. 
Christ, 1917, 15, 16. 

ipeis, 1912, 20, 27, 28 (np.), 


(np), 67, 104, 106 (np), 
107; 1914, 2, 4,5; 1915, 


atta, 1920, 4(?) ; 1921, 21; 
1922, 12. 

apuymt, 1922, 8. 

aoyw (ayw), 1922, 7, 18 
(cf r3)) 


oO | 
| umepBaddo, 1925, 1. 
| bmepBodn, 1916, 15. 
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12, 13, 29,30; 1916,[5], 
7, [8], 13,15, 31,32 39; 
1917, 8, 16, 20; 1918, 5, 
18, 19; 1919, 28; 1925, 
21; 1928, 15; 1929, 
7 8. 

ipérepos, 1912, 33 (np.)- 

trdyona, 1912, 21. 


| vrdpxo, 1912, 23, 104. 


vmatia, 1918, 1. 


WA 7 > , 
| Umaros: Umaros dmodcbevypevos, 


1912, 15. 

imép: with acc., 1916, 23. 
with gen., 1912, 62, 107; 
19138, 19; 1924, 11; 
1925, [11], 15 (?); 1927, 
13; 1928, 3, 10. 


vmépxopat, 1912, 56. 

tnd (with gen.), 1912, 28, 
5I, 58; 1918, 4; 1914, 
240) OLB a7 palo meaes 
1916, 12; 1919, 30. 

inodecatepos, 1916, 7. 

brodéxona, 1914, 21-23. 

vrropupwnokw, LOA, 5, 6. 

drovora, 1912, 97. 


| vmoridewa, 1912, 35. 


| paivopa, 1919, 28. 


| prdvOperos, 1912, 81. 
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